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1. Introduction

1.1 Research question in context

Russians were reluctantly dragged into the first post-Soviet war against Chechnya in 1994. By
contrast, the Second Chechen War was launched with a collective call for violent attack.
Charles W. Blandy (2000: 46) argues that the main difference between the two Russo—
Chechen conflicts is not in terms of military strategy, but in terms of the ‘resolute firmness of
the political authorities in prosecuting the war in Chechnya, having secured the backing of
Russian society as a whole’. Only half a year before Russian ground troops again entered
Chechen territory in October 1999, most Russians had considered a new war against
Chechnya totally unacceptable. However, when October came, hardly a voice was raised in
protest against the massive violence launched against this Russian republic.' How was this

shift made possible? In more general terms: how does war become acceptable?

Scholars agree that the brutality and the extent of war crimes committed during the Second
Chechen War were as massive as during the First Chechen War. While identification with
Chechen suffering inflicted by war increasingly constituted a pressure to end the First
Chechen War, no such pressures emerged in Russia during the Second Chechen War (Gerber
and Mendelson 2002). How can acceptance of massive violence against fellow citizens
continue, when the human cost of war is revealed? This thesis seeks answers by exploring the
re-phrasing of ‘Chechnya’ in Russia from 1996 to 2001. It argues that the securitization of the

Chechen issue in Russia during 1999 comprised a re-drawing of the boundaries between

"In January 1995 only 22.8% of the Russian population were for the use of armed force to solve the conflict in
Chechnya, and 54.8% were explicitly opposed. This mood was confirmed in January 1997 by strong support
(67%) for the Khasavyurt Accord. By November 1999, 52% were in favour of establishing constitutional order
in Chechnya by use of the army (Levashov 2001: 850-852). Emil Pain (2005) has documented in figures the
radical shift in terms of public acceptance for war against Chechnya.



‘Chechnya’ and ‘Russia’ in Russian discourse that served to legitimize the violent practices

employed against Chechnya and Chechens during the Second Chechen War.

This is not a study of why the Second Chechen War was launched and what the motivations
were, but about how it became seen as a legitimate undertaking. The new military campaign
against Chechnya was allegedly planned well in advance, but this thesis will not delve into
what the Russian leadership wanted to achieve by it.> The focus is rather on how broad public
acceptance for a new war came about in the first place, and how such broad acceptance was
sustained as the war unfolded in all its brutality. This thesis studies how intensive, observable
discursive practices that served to present ‘Chechnya’ and ‘Chechens’ as an existential
terrorist threat made violent practices like those used in the Second Chechen War possible and
acceptable, even necessary. It holds that a deep estrangement of ‘Chechnya’ and ‘Chechens’
from ‘Russia’ was created through a collective and intersubjective (re)construction of this
territory and this group of people. This made war acceptable in the first place, and produced a

new but enduring blindness to the suffering of Chechnya and Chechens in Russia.

The post-Soviet conflict over Chechnya, which erupted into full-scale war in 1994, was
initially represented as a local separatist conflict. On the Russian side a primary reason for
going to war was given as preventing the new Russian Federation from unravelling along the
pattern of the Soviet Union (see Gall and Waal 1996, Lieven 1998, Dunlop 1998). ‘Chechnya’
was not detailed as a threat to ‘Russia’ in any substantive way before the war was launched
(Wagnsson 2000). In Chechnya, the leadership headed by General Dzhokhar Dudayev
mobilized the population around primarily nationalist slogans as part of the build-up to the

war, and the claim that Chechens could not survive under Russian rule acquired resonance

* Former Prime Minister Sergey Stepashin revealed that Russia made its plans to invade Chechnya six months
before the events that are thought to have triggered the Second Chechen War: the summer 1999 incursion into
Dagestan and the apartment bombings in Russian cities. (‘Russia planned Chechen war before bombings’, The
Independent, 29 January 2000.)



among the Chechen population as the war was fought (Wilhelmsen 1999). During the First
Chechen War and the ensuing interwar years, Islam came to acquire a more prominent role in
Chechen society, particularly among certain warlords who turned to Radical Islam.® Their
statements increasingly presented ‘Russia’ as an ‘infidel” enemy and as an existential threat to
the Muslims of the North Caucasus (Wilhelmsen 2005, Trenin and Malashenko 2004,

Dannreuther 2010, Moore and Tumelty 2009).

On the Russian side, representations of ‘Chechnya’ changed as well. During the interwar
years, official statements depicted President Aslan Maskhadov’s Chechnya as a partner and
friend. When the Second Chechen War was launched in October 1999, that move was
presented as a response to the September 1999 terrorist attacks in Moscow, Volgodonsk and
Buynaksk that were blamed on Chechens. According to the Russian leadership, Chechnya had

become ‘a huge terrorist camp.”* The war itself was labelled a ‘counter-terrorist campaign’.

While these radical shifts in the representations of the Other on both sides in the Russo—
Chechen conflict need to be investigated to understand the sum of gross violence and terror
associated with the Second Chechen War, this thesis tells only half the story. I do not seek to
attribute all blame on the Russian side or deny that atrocities were committed by the Chechen
side. Atrocities were committed on both sides during the Second Chechen War, and there is
no doubt that the escalation of the conflict to such violent heights was the result of a
reciprocal process. However, this thesis has a narrower focus. The puzzle it tries to solve is

how this war came to make so much sense on the Russian side.

Thus, the principal objective here is to analyse how ‘Chechnya’ was increasingly represented

and accepted as an existential terrorist threat against ‘Russia’, and how a new consensus on

? Radical Islam demands fulfilment of violent jihad as a duty, rejects rival interpretations and makes war on
governments, even if their rulers are Muslim. The traditional religion of the Chechens is Sufism, deemed
heretical by Radical Islamists.

* Prime Minister Vladimir Putin, cited in ‘Tret’ya otechestvennaya?’, Monitor, 15 September 1999.



the kind of threat constituted by ‘Chechnya’ served to legitimize violent approaches.
Adopting a post-structuralist understanding of security, the thesis assesses changing
representations of ‘Chechnya’ and ‘Russia’ as well as corresponding policies and practices of
war undertaken toward Chechnya as a security threat. I draw on key concepts in securitization
theory in a selective yet deepening way.” The result is a framework that embeds securitization
theory more firmly in post-structuralism — a move that builds on the theories of Ole Weaver
and will be explained in greater detail later. Discourse analysis is employed as the main
research technique. As Neta Crawford has pointed out, discourse analysis ‘can help uncover
the meanings that make the “great questions of an age” and underpin the dominant relations of
power. Discourse and argument analysis can also help us understand how those meanings and
the social practices associated with them, change’ (Crawford 2004: 22). Given the principal
objective of this study and the prominence of terrorist discourse in security politics at the

beginning of the 21st century, discourse analysis should therefore be an appropriate method.

The post-structuralist reading of securitization theory will allow me to address the key
question — how a second post-Soviet war against Chechnya in October 1999 became
acceptable — in a structured way. By positing that strong and consistent official security talk
that resonates well with historical representations and those of the audience can result in
‘acceptance’ for the introduction of emergency measures, securitization theory offers some
answers to the Russian case. This thesis discusses not only how a new representation of the
Chechen threat made it possible to launch the Second Chechen War, but also how the
labelling of Chechnya (and Chechens) as a terrorist threat enabled the introduction of a whole
series of counter-terrorist measures and practices against Chechnya (and Chechens) that might
otherwise have been seen as illegitimate. In this thesis, securitization will be emphasized as an

ongoing process of legitimation and not as an instance or a moment (as in speech act theory,

> For key texts presenting securitization theory, see Waever (1995a, 1995b), Buzan (1997) and Buzan, Waever
and de Wilde (1998).



see 1.2). Securitization theory is still useful for addressing the puzzle under study because it
focuses on how changes in discourse bring an urgent security situation into being that opens

for what is seen as the legitimate application of emergency measures.

The thesis assesses Russian re-phrasing of Chechnya by analysing the process of naming and
describing the Chechen threat in official language (Chapter 2), evaluating to what extent
representations among the Russian ‘audience’ resonate with these official representations
(Chapter 3), and finally what kind of emergency policies and practices that these
representations legitimized (Chapter 4). It covers the years from 1996 to 2001, with the
emphasis on autumn 1999. This timespan captures Russian official representations of and
policies on Chechnya during the period between the two wars (1996—-1999) and then Russian
representations of the Chechen threat during summer and autumn 1999, as well as the material
practices undertaken against Chechnya until 2001 in what most reasonably can be called the
Second Chechen War. The First Chechen War (1994-1996) as well as parts of several

hundred years of Russo—Chechen relations will be re-visited several times, but not in depth.

This study can be placed in the social constructionist camp. I believe that neither the threat
nor the character of the war was determined by the nature of things.® It is not the aim of this
thesis to argue that there was no Chechen threat, nor any threat from Radical Islamic fighters:
determining the magnitude of the Chechen or Radical Islamic threat is scarcely feasible, and it
is not my concern here.” The intention is rather to study how representations of ‘Chechnya’ in
Russia have changed, how ‘Chechnya’ has been given a new meaning, and how this has

influenced the means deemed legitimate for dealing with this Russian republic. Quite a few

%I locate this study in the social construction tradition on the basis of Tan Hacking’s (1999) proposition that what
unites various types of social construction work is a stand against inevitability.

" Threats cannot be understood as objectively given and cannot be studied as such. They are determined not by
the nature of things, but through discourse. This is not to say that there is no substance to the threat (indeed —
heinous, violent acts aimed at civilians may be committed). It is the concept (of terrorism) as a threat that is
viewed as socially constructed.



international jihadi fighters took part in the first post-Soviet war in Chechnya; the numbers
participating in the Second Chechen War were not necessarily much higher. However, this
fact was not ‘securitized’ during the First Chechen War, and the representation of ‘Chechnya’
prevalent in 1996 made negotiation and peace possible. In contrast, articulations of the
Chechen enemy in Russia and of the Russian enemy amongst the Chechen insurgents during

the Second Chechen War militated against such a solution.

The counterfactual reasoning which guides this project is that if representations of Self and
Other on each side of the Russo—Chechen conflict had been different, then different policies
and practices might have been possible. In many ways, the whole thesis is an exploration of
how words and practices matter and work in making war and violence acceptable. But I do
not suggest that acceptance of the Second Chechen War was an inevitable outcome of
securitizing attempts by the Russian leadership. Rather, I point out how representations
negating the version of Chechnya as a terrorist threat could have emerged in Russia to make

the war unacceptable.

This is also a critical undertaking. I believe that the imprint of the terrorist discourse on
Russian—Chechen relations was a ‘bad thing.” It has rendered concepts like ‘negotiation’ and
‘reconciliation’ alien, and has legitimized the widespread use of violent emergency measures
in Chechnya and the wider Northern Caucasus to this day. Not only has this created an even
greater divide between Chechnya/Chechens and Russia: it will also pose an enormous
challenge for social cohesion in the multi-ethnic and multi-confessional Russian state in years

to come.

Moreover, the concern that the War on Terror (WoT) has legitimized breaches of human

rights and triggered a process of legal backsliding in several Western countries can be



doubled in the case of Russia.® Although Russia after the fall of the Soviet Union adopted a
liberal and democratic constitution (as well as the full set of new laws to detail this
constitution) and signed all relevant human rights conventions, liberal laws and the protection
of fundamental human rights do not have deep roots in Russia. This thesis studies how anti-
terrorist discourse has shaped Russian approaches to Chechnya and Chechens, and in the final
event suggests that the counter-terrorist campaign has contributed to thwart the budding legal

regime for protection of basic human rights in Russia.

On the more general level, this study proposes that the classification of ‘terrorist’ and the
prominence of this classification in security language worldwide have increased the
legitimacy of violence at the beginning of the 21st century. The prominence of this
classification has not only opened the possibility for many a leader to launch violent
responses against those classified as terrorists — it has also changed the dynamics of already
ongoing conflicts, by allowing new and often extra-legal practices of war and excluding the

possibility of peaceful solutions. Chechnya is merely one example.

Thesis and the literature

As to the placing of this study within the literature, there are several boundaries to be drawn.
In this thesis, the origin of conflict is understood not as the outcome of timeless structures, but
as grounded in reflexive practices. Rather than the competition of existing sovereign states or
ethnic groups, the constitution of collective identity provides much of the impetus behind
conflict. Michael C. Williams has formulated this standpoint as follows: ‘This is not to say
that empirical elements are unimportant, but such conflicts cannot simply be reduced to the

competing interests of pre-given political objects. They are about the creation of these objects,

¥ As a response to this concern the UN established a Special Rapporteur on Terrorism and Human Rights in
2007.



and the way in which different identities are constitutive of them’ (Krause and Williams 1997:

47).

This understanding of conflict distinguishes the present study from much of the recent
literature on war in a fundamental way. Mainstream and rationalist approaches to civil war
(such as Fearon 1995, Fearon and Laitin 2003, Hale 2000, Kalyvas et al. 2006, Kaufmann
2005) operate with an understanding of conflict that sees the parties to a conflict as unitary
actors pursuing rational interests. These interests are mostly taken for granted as being to
retain or gain ‘benefits’ (such as a particular territory) and reducing the ‘cost’ in war in terms
of money, other material resources or casualties. Moreover, such interests are seen as similar
for any party to any conflict, and as unchanging over time. From the perspective of social
constructionism, however, conflicts cannot be understood or studied in this way. Like
‘threats’, ‘interests’ in war are neither given nor universal. They are socially constructed, and
they can therefore change and differ from conflict to conflict, from party to party and at
different times. Also the parties to a conflict, whether a state or a separatist movement, are
subject to change. Thus, there is the possibility of a ‘Russia’ for war on Chechnya, but also of
a ‘Russia’ against war on Chechnya. In the struggle within ‘Russia’ to define which paths are
most meaningful, voices from various different constituencies take part. Russia cannot be

seen as a static and unitary actor.

Some studies provide an internal critique of the rationalist explanation of war by emphasizing
the social construction of ‘issue indivisibility.” Monica Toft (2006a: 20) argues that violent
conflict can come about when territory is ‘an indivisible attribute of group identity.” In her
analysis of the Russo—Chechen conflict (Toft 2006b) she argues that the two ‘actors’ in the
conflict chose war instead of ‘bargaining short of violence’ because they perceived the same

territory as ‘indivisible’ and because each actor held a different appreciation of the value of



time. Despite such apparent constructionist ‘concessions’, Toft’s account stays well within the
rationalist approach; ‘issue indivisibility’ is never treated as a ‘social fact’, a product of the
representations of the territory. She views the parties to the conflict as rational, unitary actors
with individual and (unchanging) beliefs and intentions. ‘Identity’ is seen as an individual
property and as one of several variables that can explain war as a rational choice.’ By contrast,
the present study places the formation (and evolution) of collective identities at the centre of
analysis. It focuses on the production of such identities as social facts (e.g. ‘terrorists’). When
representations of the Other in a conflict reach the level of ‘existential threat’, violence is
enabled and legitimized. What I seek to understand is not why war breaks out, but how it

becomes acceptable through such re-articulations of collective identities.

This study also differs from another influential approach to the study of civil war that is
championed by Stuart Kaufman (2001). While Kaufman dismisses the ‘ancient hatreds’ thesis
and sees ethnic groups as changing entities, stressing the importance of symbols and language,
his theory explicitly combines several approaches and thus differs from the theory that guides
the present undertaking. In the words of Kaufman (2001: 12) ‘ethnic symbols are tools used
by manipulative elites, but they only work when there is some real or perceived conflict of
interest at work and mythically based feelings of hostility that can be tapped using ethnic
symbols.” In the literature on the Chechen conflict, several studies explicitly or implicitly rely
on such an approach. The most thorough study of war crimes during the Second Chechen War
— Gilligan 2010 — is not guided by any explicit approach, but it implicitly emphasizes the role

of feelings and suggests that feelings of racism can explain Russian violence during the

’ Toft (2006b: 44) explains that ‘the mechanism of issue indivisibility in these conflicts is as simple as it is
pervasive. Nations are defined in many ways; but with few exceptions (that is Roma, Berbers), most nations
identify strongly with a specific territory: a home land. By “identity”, I mean that individual members have come
to see the occupation or control of a territory as inseparable from their existence as nationals. Threats to
homeland become tantamount to threats to survival, and many nationals would rather risk death than live on
without a sense of national identity.” For an excellent critique and alternative approach to Toft, see Goddard
(2006).



Second Chechen War. Valery Tishkov’s work centres on how leaders of ethnic movements,
‘to achieve recognition and a mandate to exercise power, employ a language which may carry

a special meaning for a group and can re-animate mythical arguments.” (1997: xiv) '

Despite a certain affinity in terms of emphasizing language and collective identities, this
thesis does not make any claims about motivations and feelings. What goes on in peoples’
heads lies beyond the realm of what is possible and fruitful to explore. I acknowledge that
intended manipulation and pre-existing feelings of hostility can be an important part of
collective violence, but they are notoriously difficult to pin down empirically. The advantage
of confining the study of conflict to the role of linguistic boundary construction and how this
legitimizes war is its firm grounding in terms of empirical documentation. The approach in
this study also differs from that of Tishkov in another way. While his account confines the
agency in conflict and also guilt to the top leadership, thereby according a totally passive role
to the public, I focus on the intersubjective establishment of something as an existential threat
(necessitating violent retribution). The enabling of war is seen as much more of a collective
endeavour. The media, for example, are not mere tools in the hands of manipulative political

elites.

In his second attempt to get to grips with the Russo—Chechen conflict, Tishkov (2004)
dismisses representations on each side of the conflict as a source of understanding the conflict.
He notes: ‘The ethnographic field shrinks to the scale of a newspaper page; reality is reduced
to stilted or false propaganda; rumours and superficial accounts form and sustain the conflict
tainted mind.” (2004: 4). Instead, his book builds largely on secondary accounts collected
through interviews, and the claims about Chechnya and Chechens given in these interviews

are taken as ethnographic facts. My study turns Tishkov’s approach on its head. Accepting the

' Also Treisman (1997) builds on similar assumptions about manipulative elites when he argues that regional
elites will use the institutional resources at their disposal to bargain with the centre, and sees separatist claims as
one of the most effective tools in this bargaining process.

10



occasional statement about something or somebody as the ‘truth’ about that something or
somebody is seen as weak, even dubious, methodology. When language itself is seen to be
constitutive of reality, it is language that must be studied first. The text must be studied for
what it is, and not as an indication of something else. Thus, I am particularly interested in how
accounts of the Other in a conflict ‘form and sustain conflict tainted minds’ (in Tishkov’s
words), because these accounts create paths for acceptable action, even war. Finally, while
acknowledging that ‘the war itself drew a more rigid line of demarcation between Chechens
and non-Chechens and heightened Chechens’ sense of group solidarity’ (2004: 10), Tishkov
does not attempt to analyse how the war could have such effects on the Russian side. This

thesis does precisely that.

James Hughes’ (2007) comprehensive and well-written study on the Chechen conflict builds
on an approach related to that of Kaufmann (2001) and of Tishkov (1997 and 2004).'" His
explicit emphasis on the shifting patterns of the conflict dovetails with the understanding that
guides this thesis. Hughes (2007: xi) holds that ‘the protracted dynamics of the conflict in
Chechnya must be analysed as a key part of the causation chain, for they interacted with and
altered the fundamental constituents of the conflict over time, such as the principal
protagonists, the salient issues, and how the conflict is framed.” Despite this affinity, this
present study differs from that of Hughes by putting issues and their framing first, and
violence second. In Hughes’ account, re-phrasing and radicalization are a result of violence

and conflict dynamics.

There are several other good studies of the Chechen Wars (Dunlop 1998, Evangelista 2002,
Gall & Waal 1997, Gammer 2006, Lieven 1998, Meier 2005, Nivat 2001, Seely 2001, Smith

1998.) However, many of these are weak on theoretical concepts, and there is a general

" Hughes (2007: xii) explicitly builds on the instrumentalist approach (which also underpins part of the
reasoning in the works of Kaufmann and Tishkov) when he notes that ‘the conflict was instrumentalized by the
leaderships to achieve key political goals.’

11



disregard of social theory. Some of these accounts present the difference between ‘Chechnya’
and ‘Russia’ as an eternal and given fact, thereby further reifying a divide that in reality is
constantly in the making.'? Moreover, the main emphasis is usually on explaining the

Chechen side of the conflict.

The focus has shifted somewhat after the 9/11 terrorist attacks in the USA, and several studies
have devoted more attention to the Russian side (see Sakwa 2005, Trenin and Malashenko
2004). Some of these focus explicitly on Russian discourses on terrorism and Chechnya.
However, these studies deal predominantly with the rhetorical dimensions of Russian
discourse, and do not consider the practices enabled by such talk.'? Moreover, John Russell’s
(2007) study, which is the most thorough of these, brings in language as only one of several
explanations within a very wide framework built on Johan Galtung’s (1969) theory of
structural violence. While Russell outlines the changing representations of Chechens in
Russia, he tries to check these against ‘reality’, without investigating the function of changing
patterns of representations (of and in themselves) in terms of enabling and legitimizing
violence. Instead, he emphasizes the role of what he calls ‘entrepreneurs of violence’ and

policies emanating from the new world order created after 9/11.

In contrast, the present study narrows the scope to discourse only. It does not treat ‘the politics
of naming’ as an additional factor in a many-faceted explanation, but accords fundamental

weight to representations of Self and Other in understanding how violence is enabled.

"2 For an excellent treatment and critique of the ‘historicist” approach to the Chechen conflict see Hughes (2007).
" Russell (2002 and 2005) has analysed the ‘demonization of the Chechens’ in Russian discourse. Snetkov
(2007) has studied representations of the terrorist threat in the Russian press, and Saunders (2008) has studied
how President Putin has made use of the US War on Terror.
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Within the rapidly growing field of research on terrorism, studies that rely on constructivist or
post-structuralist frameworks are outnumbered by rationalist and essentialist accounts.'*
Moreover, those studies that do employ such frameworks usually focus on the general
processes concerning the concept of terrorism, without engaging much in detailed empirical
studies. This thesis is intended as a contribution to the constructionist literature on terrorism
because it is a detailed empirical study of both anti-terrorist language and the material

practices enabled by such talk.

In terms of ongoing theory debates within security studies, the thesis draws heavily on the
continuing discussion of securitization theory (see 1.2 of this thesis). In recent scholarly
debates on securitization, considerable attention has been devoted to the claim that the
approach builds on two separate meta-theoretical convictions, neo-realism and post-
structuralism. The debate has triggered efforts to specify and develop the theory in one of two
possible directions.'® The present thesis aims to contribute to that endeavour by emphasizing
and expanding a post-structuralist reading of securitization theory.'® In such a reading,
security is accentuated as part of a constant and continuing social construction of reality.
Securitization is conceived of as a gradual, intersubjective process, not as an instant,
individual and intentional event. The core of the process of securitization is a Securitizing

narrative that draws on and interacts with discursive structures. Engaging in the post-

'* Notable examples that engage the topic from a constructionist position include Der Derian (2005), on the
elusiveness of the concept of terrorism; Weber (2006), on how the aesthetics of fear were politically mobilized in
the case of the London 7/7 bombings; and Weaver (2006), on the securitization processes at work in the
rhetorical battles between George Bush and Osama bin Laden. See also Buzan and Wever (2009). Several
studies have focused on the constitution of the Iraqi other (see, e.g., Buzan and Hansen 2009: 244). Several titles
in the Routledge Critical Terrorism Studies are written from a related perspective: see Jackson, Smyth and
Gunning (2009), Brecher, Devenney and Winter (2010), Stephens and Vaughan-Williams (2010), Jackson,
Murphy and Poynting (2011), Thorup (2012), and Holland (2012).

' Key contributions to this debate are Stritzel (2007), Taureck (2006), Balzacq (2005 and 2010), Floyd (2010)
and the 2011 special issue of Security Dialogue 42 (4-5) on The Politics of Securitization.

'® Hansen’s (2011) post-structuralist reading of securitization theory offers many suggestions similar to those
presented here, but couched in a different language: she draws directly on Foucault, whereas I draw on a
collective body of insight from various IR scholars who employ a post-structuralist approach.
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structuralist Self/Other literature also helps to expand the focus of study beyond the

(re)construction of threat (Chechnya) to include the (re)construction of the Self (Russia).

Finally, securitization theory was developed by Ole Waver and Barry Buzan primarily to
open up the study of security to a wider spectrum of issues beyond traditional military threats.
Another major ambition of what has become known as the ‘Copenhagen School’ endeavour
has been to broaden the study of security, taking into consideration security by actors and
referent objects other than the state. This study brings securitization theory back to the core of
security studies by using it to understand how violence and war become acceptable in a state —
Russia. But it broadens the application of securitization theory in another sense. By applying
this theory in an in-depth empirical study of the Second Chechen War, I explore and develop
securitization theory as an analytical tool for understanding how war becomes acceptable,
with particular emphasis on how the ‘audience’ contributes to such legitimation and how this

enables and legitimizes violent practices.

Outline of chapters

1. Introduction

The introductory chapter continues by presenting the theory framework. The next sub-chapter
(1.2) starts out by defending the choice of securitization theory as a point of departure, and
then presents core post-structuralist propositions with reference to security and identity
scholars working within this perspective. Following the more general outline of post-
structuralist understandings of key concepts, relevant ideas from securitization theory are
presented, drawing mainly on Wever’s contribution to the Copenhagen School endeavour. By
introducing a more heavily post-structuralist reading of securitization theory, this framework

will include certain post-structuralist insights that have been either poorly developed or even
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excluded from securitization theory. As the various concepts and components of the
framework are presented, several research questions that guide the empirical enquiry in
Chapters 2, 3 and 4 will be extracted, with some caveats, to locate the Russian case in the
framework. In sub-chapter 1.3, discourse analysis as a research method is presented and its
practical application in this thesis is explained. Further, the choice of sources is defended and

the body of texts analysed in this thesis presented.

2 From de-securitization to securitization: Official discourse on Chechnya

The first empirical chapter begins with a re-visit of the interwar period (1996-1999). Sub-
chapter 2.2 aims to show that Chechnya has not always figured as Russia’s radical Other, nor
does it need to do so. Tracing official representations of ‘Chechnya’ and ‘Russia’ in these
years shows that a ‘discourse of reconciliation’ dominated. The Chechen issue was de-
securitized in official Russian language, enabling negotiation and cooperation. In the next
sub-chapter (2.3) official representations of Chechnya during spring, summer and autumn
1999 are investigated. Official statements presenting Chechnya as an existential terrorist
threat to Russia accumulated; I present the details of this official securitizing narrative. This
chapter concludes (2.4) that the Second Chechen War was justified well in advance by the

Russian leadership — not after the fact, as with the First Chechen War.

3. Audience acceptance: Political elite, expert and media discourse on Chechnya

The second empirical chapter undertakes (in 3.2) with another re-visit, this time to the
Russian discursive terrain, with the multitude of historical representations of ‘Chechnya’ and
‘Russia’ into which the official securitizing move was launched. While the need for a new
war against Chechnya was argued at length by the Russian leadership, such a discursive

terrain offers both possibilities and constraints. And indeed, the sharp demarcation between
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‘Russia’ and the ‘Chechens’/‘Chechnya’ is revealed as having been centuries in the making,

resonating strongly with the new official securitizing narrative.

The chapter then casts the net even wider, investigating representations of ‘Russia’ and
‘Chechnya’ in potential ‘audience groups’ during autumn 1999. Here the premise is that
audience representations could have discarded the 1999 official securitizing narrative, even if
it was well argued and resonated well with the Russian discursive terrain. In sub-chapter 3.3
statements of the Russian political elite holding or campaigning for seats in the Federal
Assembly are scrutinized, and are found to contain representations of ‘Chechnya’ and ‘Russia’
that confirm rather than negate the official securitizing narrative. In 3.4 expert and media texts
are examined. They too detail and even expand the representation of ‘Chechnya’ as different
and dangerous and of ‘Russia’ as a righteous defender. The core argument throughout this
chapter is that the process that brought Chechnya into being as an existential terrorist threat
was not the achievement of Prime Minister Putin in isolation: it was a collective and

intersubjective endeavour.

The next sub-chapter (3.5) leaves the study of texts to consider how increasing media control
in Russia from 1999 onward created an ‘uneven battleground for discursive struggles’ that
served to privilege and reinforce representations of ‘Chechnya’ and ‘Russia’ that were already
firmly established. Conclusions are drawn in 3.6: not only was the launching of the Second
Chechen War appropriate and legitimate in the eyes of these specific audience groups, but
their texts also played a key role in transmitting the new core understandings of ‘Chechnya’
and ‘Russia’ to other Russian audiences. When the Russian ground offensive into Chechnya

started in October 1999, the Second Chechen War had become an acceptable undertaking.

4. Emergency measures: Practices of war
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The final empirical chapter, Chapter 4, moves from linguistic representations and on to
investigate material practices of war. The first sub-chapter (4.2) shows how the urgent
security situation entailed in the securitizing narrative immediately became translated into

endorsement of emergency measures proposed by the Russian leadership.

In line with the post-structuralist bias of this thesis, practical enactments of representations are
given more attention than such initial formal endorsement. The practices that served to ‘seal
off’ Chechnya and Chechens from Russia are presented in 4.3. These practices were both
logical and legitimate, given the new one-sided classification of Chechnya; and their
enactment contributed to reify this classification with yet another layer. The intensive and
repeated bombing of Chechen territory from September 1999 onward is investigated in 4.4.
This was a bombing campaign on a par with that of the First Chechen War. Finally, in 4.5 the
violent practices undertaken against the population of Chechnya in connection with the efforts
to ‘cleanse’ this Russian republic of terrorists during the ground offensive from October 1999
onward are discussed. Here I argue that these practices went far beyond the rules that must
otherwise be obeyed, in both legal and social terms. A core concern throughout Chapter 4 is
to show how language functioned to legitimize these violent practices at the outset and as they
were carried out. The linguistic handling in official statements as well as in those of the
various audience groups of particularly ‘shocking events’ is examined. The chapter concludes
(4.6) that even when gross human rights violations were revealed the Second Chechen War

continued to be an acceptable war in Russia.

5. Conclusions and perspectives

The concluding chapter starts off (in 5.1) by drawing out five more general points about
securitization and war. It then recaps and defends the post-structuralist reading of

securitization theory (in 5.2). Finally, the core findings on the empirical case studied
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throughout this thesis are summarized and some broader perspectives are offered on Russia
and the Second Chechen War in 5.3. As a codicil I present the life of Chechen President Aslan

Maskhadov as a micro-cosmos of the Second Chechen War.

1.2 Theory framework

Securitization theory as a point of departure

The Copenhagen School originated in the Centre for Peace and Conflict Research in
Copenhagen in 1985, as part of a broader attempt to re-conceptualize the notion of ‘security’
and re-define the agenda of security studies in light of the end of the Cold War. Three
concepts are central to the Copenhagen School: the idea of securitization, the concept of
sectoral security, and regional security complex theory. This thesis will focus on the idea of

securitization.

Securitization theory is a suitable frame for this project because it builds on the understanding
that threats are not objectively given, but constructed; and it captures the process whereby a
discourse of existential threat is accepted by the ‘audience’ and enables practices that go
beyond the rules that otherwise bind. The core insight of this theory is that issues become
‘securitized’ when they are represented by securitizing actors as an existential threat to a
referent object, and a significant audience accepts this representation. Establishing an issue as
an existential threat moves it out of the realm of normal politics and into the realm of security,
allowing securitizing actors to claim ‘a special right to use whatever means are necessary to

block it’ (Waever 1995a: 55).

Securitization theory provides a useful analytical tool for understanding how the process of
establishing an issue as an existential threat opens up the possibility of taking action to deal

with it, even to the extent of going to war. It is therefore a theory that aims to answer ‘how
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possible’ questions, but does not address questions of motivation or causation behind actions.
This study is not about why Russia fought the Second Chechen War, what the motivation was.
No, it is about the preconditions for this undertaking: how going to war and the ways of

conducting the war were made possible and legitimate by re-phrasing of Chechnya as threat.

Based on the understanding that threats, states and human collectives are socially constructed
entities and therefore subject to change, securitization theory should enable us to study how
going to war changes the entities involved. From this perspective, it is crucial to see whether
the parties to the Chechen conflict have changed the representation of Self and Other: that will

inform their policy options, their interaction and thus the modus operandi of the conflict.

Many scholars have been rather sceptical to securitization theory. From the beginning, a
general criticism was that expanding ‘security’ to include so many new non-military issues
rendered the concept analytically useless (see Walt 1991). Later, securitization has been
criticized for defining security too narrowly, and being elite and state-centric (Booth 2005:
271). Others have held that expanding the research concept of security to include issues like
migration or ethnic minorities risks triggering enemy perceptions and xenophobia (Huysmans
1996). Concerning the first set of criticisms, this thesis applies securitization theory to
understand conflict and war, thus bringing the theory back to the traditional core of security
studies. It will focus on the language of the political leadership, but also on the language of
various audience groups, arguing that they (can) contribute considerably to securitizing efforts
launched by the leadership. In turn, such common securitizing efforts can serve to make

acceptable the introduction of war as an emergency measure.

As to the second type of criticism, it seems reasonable to assume that there is an important
difference between studying how threats are created through their representation, and actually

advocating such political activity. In the case of the Chechen conflict, it could be crucially
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important to understand how the changing construction of the Chechen threat has polarized
the conflict, in order to prevent further escalation. Indeed, the stand against ‘inevitability’ so
central to this thesis can be taken as a call to re-fashion the vocabulary on Chechnya that
made it possible to legitimate the Second Chechen War, and to introduce practices other than

those of violence into Russo—Chechen relations.

A third recurrent criticism of the Copenhagen School, and one which this project seeks to
address, is that there is an inherent epistemological incoherence in the approach. This
incoherence stems in part from its ‘mixed parentage’ — Barry Buzan is a neo-realist, whereas
Ole Waever is a post-structuralist.'” Fortunately, however, securitization theory is an ‘open’
framework for analysis. It invites the researcher to probe and even add propositions and
concepts. The theory framework which structures the present study is developed on the basis

of a post-structuralist reading of securitization theory, to be presented in detail below.

This move should make it possible to deal with yet another recurrent criticism of
securitization theory: that the European roots of the theory, which is built on the basis of
developments in Europe from the mid-1980s, render it inapplicable to non-European cases. I
hold that a post-structuralist explication of securitization theory and an empirical inquiry
based on such a framework can serve to uncover the cultural specificity of the rhetorical
structure in securitization (here: the Russian discourse), thereby alleviating the Eurocentric
bias of the theory. As Huysmans has noted (1996: 490) ‘the logic of threat and self-

representation is universal, but every empirical case has its own bounded yet changing

' Deciding which social theory should be juxtaposed to constructionism as its ‘opposite’ is a recurrent theme in
most works on the philosophy of science. While positivism is often given this position, Andrew Abbott (2001)
argues that ‘since positivism and materialism are both deeply flawed as opposites to constructionism, I use
realism as an opposite to constructionism.” To substantiate this, he describes constructionism as a social theory
which is idealist, diachronic and interactional, whereas realism is a social theory that is ‘not only realist in
ontology, but also one that tends to be synchronic and non-interactional’ (Abbott 2001: 66).
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articulation.” The bulk of this thesis is devoted to uncovering the Russian re-articulation of the

Chechen threat by using ‘securitization’ as a theoretical construct.

A further Eurocentric difficulty is that securitization theory is held to presuppose a democratic
and rights-oriented political system, whereas the concept of ‘audience acceptance’ of security
claims is irrelevant in non-democratic political systems. This criticism becomes irrelevant in a
post-structuralist reading of securitization theory which takes as its point of departure that any
policy in any type of political system will rely on intersubjectively constructed accounts that

can make these policies appear understandable and legitimate to a potential audience.'®

Adopting a post-structuralist reading also deals with another question that securitization
theory often is accused of leaving unanswered: namely, wWhy some issues are articulated as
security threats (Emmers 2007: 116). According to the post-structuralist approach used in this
thesis, the answer would be that discursive patterns/discursive contexts matter — both
historical and specific for different societies and for different ages. These discursive patterns
and contexts help us understand why some articulations will be more relevant than others in a
given society at a given time. Again Huysmans can be cited to support this stand: ‘The logic
of security is based on specific cultural and historical experiences. A cultural-historical
interpretation of the rhetorical structure would reduce a tendency to universalize a specific

logic of security’ (Huysmans 1998: 501).

With the case having been made for the relevance of a post-structuralist reading of

securitization theory, the next section presents some relevant post-structuralist ideas. These

"® In their systematic reading of articles on securitization in international relations journals, Pram Gad and Lund
Petersen (2011) identify three veins of criticism. The first type concerns ‘the explanatory power of the theory’
and includes one strand that aims to revise the theory in order to produce more analytically operational criteria
for successful securitization and another which focuses on the explanatory power of the theory beyond the West.
The present thesis should be placed in this first group because it addresses both these criticisms. The second and
third veins of criticism which concern the ‘normative political implications of securitization theory’ and how
security speech and practices of state elites combine to erase the distinction between ‘the exception’ and ‘the
normal’ are also implied, but in a more superficial way.
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are extracted mostly from the works of security and identity scholars who adopt this
understanding and who draw on various post-structuralist thinkers. As Lene Hansen notes, the
main approach of post-structuralists in international relations has been to combine the
positions of for example Foucault, Derrida and Butler (Hansen 2011: 358). The section below
is therefore not intended as a general introduction to post-structuralism, but highlights and

draws selectively on concepts and ideas relevant for the re-reading of securitization theory.

The meta-theoretical disagreement as to whether the world has an inherent structure that we
can discover marks the starting point of the presentation of relevant post-structuralist
understandings and concepts. From there I show how foreign policy and the concept of state
identity are understood by post-structuralists. Based on these concepts, an understanding of
how the articulation of the Other as threat contributes to the production of state identity is
presented. Taken together, this offers an understanding of threat and conflict very different

from that present in traditional approaches to security studies.

Post-structuralist propositions

The social constructionist stance rejects the idea of inherent structuralism: the belief that the
world is made up of objects that exist independent of ideas or beliefs about them.'® The
material world does not come already classified: it is given meaning by the social context
through which it is interpreted. Two other elements are usually part of the social
constructionist argument — one being that construction is a process, the other that this process

takes place through social interaction (Abbott 2001: 61).

" Hacking (1999: 80-84) writes of inherent structuralism as the idea that theories represent inherent structures,
unobservable that lie below the empirical flow of events.
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Post-structuralist scholars, who can be placed within constructionism broadly defined,”” hold
that the objects of our knowledge are not objectively given, independent of our interpretations
or language, but are products of our ways of categorizing the world. The objects of our
knowledge and our interpretations of them are co-constitutive. That is not to say that discourse
has priority over non-discourse, that objects do not exist without thought or language — but
‘that they could not constitute themselves as objects outside of any discursive condition of

emergence’ (Laclau and Mouffe 1985: 108).

This implies that discourses are seen as structures of signification which construct social
realities.”’ The understanding of significative construction is taken from the structuralist
linguistics of Ferdinand de Saussure (1974). He held that language is not determined by the
reality to which it refers — it should be understood as a system of signs, with the meaning of
each sign determined by its relation to other signs. A sign is thus part of a structure together
with other signs that it differs from, and it gains its specific value precisely from being
different from other signs.*” The assumption, prevalent in most discourse analytic work, that
discourses are structured largely in terms of binary oppositions draws on the work of Jacques
Derrida. According to Derrida (1981), language is a system of differential signs and meaning
is established not by the essence of a thing itself but through a series of juxtapositions, where
one element is valued over its opposite. Binary oppositions are not neutral: they establish a

relation of power such that one element in the binary is privileged.

* Here I follow Fearon and Wendt (2002), who identify three alternative epistemological positions within the
extant constructionist scholarship in IR. They refer to a ‘positivist’, an ‘interpretivist’ and a ‘post-modern’
position. Also Jargensen and Phillips (2002: 6) understand social constructionism as a broader category of which
post-structuralism is a subcategory; similarly, Abbott (2001: 64).

*! Milliken (1999) outlines a set of theoretical commitments that underlie all definitions of discourse and are
common to all discourse studies. My presentation of discourses relies on her account, but I present her three
commitments in a different order.

** For an instructive discussion on Saussure’s impact on discourse theories, see Jorgensen and Phillips (2002).
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Despite the proposition that discourses are highly structured, they are seen not as stable grids,
but as open-ended, changeable and historically contingent (Milliken 1999: 230). This aspect
of discourse implies that there is a play of practice, or struggles over which discourses should
prevail. Whatever the label affixed by theorists of discourse, the main idea is that meaning can
never be ultimately fixed — because, in ongoing language use, signs are positioned in various
relations to one another so that they may acquire new meanings. This in turn entails constant
struggles and negotiations in social contexts to fix and challenge the meaning of signs by
placing them in particular relations to other signs. Some fixations of meaning become so
conventionalized that we think of them as natural. Other fixations are always possible, but

may become temporarily excluded by these hegemonic discourses.”

Discourses are productive (or reproductive) of things defined by the discourse. The

productivity of discourse has several aspects:

Discourses define subjects authorized to speak and to act ... knowledgeable practices by
these subjects towards the objects which the discourse defines, rendering logical and
proper interventions of different kinds, disciplining techniques and practices, and other
modes of implementing a discursively constructed analysis. In the process, people may be
destroyed as well as disciplined, and social space comes to be organized and controlled, i.e.
places and groups are produced as those objects. Finally, of significance for the legitimacy
of international practices is that discourses produce as subjects publics (audiences) for
authorized actors, and their common sense of the existence and qualities of different
phenomena and of how public officials should act for them and in their name (Milliken

1999: 229, emphasis in original).

* This elaboration is taken from Phillips and Jergensen’s (2002: 24-59) introduction to Laclau and Mouffe’s
Discourse Theory.
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If we extend this perspective to the study of politics it will imply, as suggested by David
Campbell (1992), taking ‘the position that social and political life comprises a set of practices
in which things are constituted in the process of dealing with them.” Politics, then, is seen as a
discursive co-constitutive practice. The implication of this standpoint is that the analyst
should ‘embrace a logic of interpretation that acknowledges the improbability of cataloguing,
calculating and specifying “real causes” and concerns itself with considering the manifest
political consequences of adopting one mode of representation over another’ (Campbell 1992:
4). Studying politics then involves studying how some representations of reality become
dominant discourses, and how problems, subjects and objects are constructed in these

discourses that simultaneously indicate relevant policies to pursue.

The post-structuralist stand is thus that policies are not a given response to an external reality
to which the state relates objectively, but are co-constituted by ideas or identities. As stated by
Lene Hansen: ‘foreign policies need an account, or a story, of the problems and issues they
are trying to address: there can be no intervention without a description of the locale in which
the intervention takes place, or of the people involved in the conflict’” (Hansen 2006:
Preface/xvi). References to identities are necessary to represent and legitimize foreign policies,
but at the same time these identities are constituted and reproduced through the formulation of

foreign policies. This is why the term ‘co-constituted”’ is used.*

The claim is not that significative practices cause certain policies or actions, but that they both
open up and constrain the range of policies and actions that seem possible and legitimate to
undertake. Post-structuralism understands foreign policy as a political practice central to the

constitution, production and maintenance of political identity. At the same time, the definition

** Post-structuralists adopt a non-causal epistemology, and claim that identity cannot be defined as a variable that
is causally separate from foreign policy and that one cannot measure its explanatory value in comparison to
material factors because material factors and ideas are intertwined to such an extent that the two cannot be
separated from each other. They are mutually constitutive and discursively linked. This is where the post-
structuralists differ from most other approaches that are informed by constructionism.
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of the policy problem, of who we are and who they are, indicates a range of policy options
considered to be viable. Given this link between identity construction and policy option, an
important part of political activity is to make the two appear consistent with each other. When
a foreign policy is consistent with the identity construction on which it draws, it will appear

legitimate to the relevant audience (Hansen 2006: 28).

Despite the privileging of narrative discourse, a post-structuralist approach is not necessarily
limited to studying language as a precondition for policy and action. It can and should also
include the study of material practices that are seen as intertwined with and complementing
significative practices in the way proposed by Michel Foucault. Discourses do not only
include systems of signs: they encompass the social field. Whereas some discourse analysts
distinguish between discursive and non-discursive dimensions of social practice, others
(among them, Laclau and Mouffe) do not. They understand the entire social field as
constituted by discursive logic. In any case, the main point and the understanding of discourse
applied throughout this thesis is that ‘discourses are “concrete” in that they produce a material

reality in the practices that they invoke’ (Hardy, Harley and Phillips 2004: 20).*

The identity of the state and the uses of the Other as a threat

Post-structuralists understand all social phenomena as being organized according to the same
principles as language. Thus, the claims that the structure of language is never totally fixed,
and that meaning is constructed through the juxtaposition of signs, have implications for the

conceptualization of identity. Identity is conceptualized as relational in the sense that identity

» To illustrate this point Jorgensen and Phillips (2002: 35) in their discussion of Laclau and Mouffe give the
example of children in modern societies. They ‘are seen as a group which in many ways is different from other
groups, and this difference is not only established linguistically. Children are also materially constituted as a
group in a physical space: they have their own institutions such as nurseries and schools, their own departments
in libraries and their own play areas in parks. These institutions and physical features are part of the discourse
about children in modern societies.’
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is always given through reference to something that it is not.?® Identities, whether personal or
collective, are not given, but are constituted in relation to difference. Difference is not given
either, but is constituted in relation to identity (Connolly 1991). Drawing on Laclau and
Mouffe, Hansen theorizes identities as constructed along two dimensions, through two
simultaneous processes, one of linking and one of differentiating.”’ ‘Meaning and identity are
constructed through a series of signs that are linked to each other to constitute relations of
sameness as well as through differentiation to another series of juxtaposed signs’ (Hansen
2006: 42). Identities can therefore be said to be highly structured. They are also seen as
flexible and changeable entities that can never be completely fixed, because the signs in these

chains of sameness and difference may be changed and substituted.

Also the identity of the state is defined through the simultaneous delineation of sameness and
difference, and it too is subject to change. As Campbell explains, ‘all states are marked by an
inherent tension between the various domains that need to be aligned for an imagined
community to come into being. States are never finished entities, states are in permanent need
of reproduction, always in a process of becoming’ (1992: 12). Given the malleability of
identity, states are dependent on securing the borders of their identities — perhaps even more

. : . 2
so than other social groups, because of their size.?®

Identities are not necessarily drawn up in relation to radical and threatening Otherness.”

Nevertheless, in periods of upheaval and uncertainty, a state might be particularly dependent

%% This is an old theme. However, the breakthrough for a method to grapple with this theme came with Fredrik
Barth (1969).

7 Laclau and Mouffe refer to this as ‘the logic of equivalence’ and ‘the logic of difference’; see Phillips and
Jorgensen (2002: 43-47).

% Neumann (2010:95) has argued that the larger the group is, ‘the more their cohesion depends on some kind of
glue, some markers of commonness, some integrations.” This is because it is impossible to act collectively
without having an idea about ‘who’ is acting, but it is primarily because otherwise they cannot act together. ‘A
collective that knows itself to be a “we” is simply more productive, it has a larger capacity for action than what it
would have if the “we” feeling had been weaker.’

* Much post-structuralist work within IR after the Cold War has been devoted to exploring how identities have
been constructed in relation to other forms of otherness than radical otherness. Waver (1996) for example has
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on securing its identity with reference to a threatening Other.*® William Connolly has argued
that identity requires difference in order to be; and that, if threatened, identity may respond by
turning that difference into Otherness (Connolly 1991: 9). The more extreme version of this is
representing the Other as a threat and thereby securing identity. Since the identity of the state
is not given and its boundaries are subject to change, the location and articulation of threats
and even going to war serve the function of re-defining, ordering and securing the identity of
the state.’’ On the undertaking of war specifically, Erik Ringmar (1996) has argued that war
has often been the result of a process aimed at creating inner stability by excluding certain
human collectives.”> While the framework developed below does not view inner cohesion in
the state as an ‘intended’ result of the securitization, it will expound securitization theory in

such a way that any securitization will result in the re-articulation of state identity.

A post-structuralist reading of securitization theory

Securitization theory is in many respects grounded in post-structuralism. However, as Holger
Stritzel has noted, ‘there are two centres of gravity in securitization theory that are currently
both theoretically underdeveloped. While these centres could be reconciled to some extent
ultimately they reflect two rather autonomous readings of securitization and are based on two
separate meta-theoretical convictions’ (Stritzel 2007). This problem is alleviated here by
emphasizing a post-structuralist or ‘internalist’ reading of securitization theory and by

drawing mainly on Waever’s contributions to the theory.”® But it should also be noted that

argued that the EU’s constitutive other was its own past, whereas other scholars have explored competing
constructions and ambiguities within state identities. On the second see e.g. Neumann (1996) on Russian
identity.

3% On the subject of assertion of identities as a response to uncertainty see Petersson (2003).

3! Drawing on Foucault, post-structuralists emphasise the significance of power and knowledge, discourses of
danger are ‘plays of power which mobilize rules, codes and procedures to assert a particular understanding,
through the construction of knowledge’ (Dalby 1988: 416).

*? See also Neumann (1997).

* Stritzel (2007:359) distinguishes between ‘internalist” and ‘externalist’ readings of securitization theory: ‘The
first understanding concentrates on the speech act event and is grounded in the concept of performativity (or
textuality). This understanding would correspond with an ‘internalist’, more post-structuralist/post-modern
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Waever’s approach is in some respects at odds with a post-structuralist one. While recognizing
the social construction of social life in principle, securitization theory allows for a largely
positivist epistemology by assuming that construction in the security realm is sufficiently
stable in the long run and can therefore be treated as objective.** The conceptualization of the
state in securitization theory renders it a fairly static entity, and somewhat disregards the
notion of state identity as being constructed through discursive and political processes.>’
Below 1 propose an application of securitization theory which employs a less fixed
conceptualization of the state by including the study of how securitization for war has

changed the articulation of Russian identity.

Despite this and other adjustments to ‘post-structuralize’ securitization theory, it can be still
argued that there is some contradiction between the meta-theoretical foundation of this thesis
and the choice of using securitization theory. My position is that, while this may constitute a
contradiction on the meta-theoretical level, it does not necessarily constitute a problem for
studying a given case. The choice of using securitization theory (in a post-structuralist
version) has been based on in-depth knowledge of the case and the sense that the
understandings and concepts in this theory capture the logic of what was happening.

Securitization is adopted as a ‘theoretical construct’ or ‘heuristic devise’ for grasping the key

reading of securitization and is by now only articulated in a rudimentary form in the concept of ‘illocution’...The
second understanding theorizes the process of securitization, based on, I would suggest, the central idea of
embeddedness. This understanding would correspond with an externalist more constructivist reading of
securitization.” My re-conceptualization of securitization theory has its centre of gravity in the internalist reading
according to Stritzel’s setup. It does not strictly match Stritzel’s division, however, because I propose adopting a
more strictly discourse analytical approach which also includes discursive embeddedness as part of the
theoretical framework. I also conceptualize securitization as a process and not an event, and argue that this is
logical in a post-structuralist/internalist reading. Similarly, the framework developed here does not fit neatly into
either of Balzacq’s variants of securitization theory — the ‘philosophical’, which builds on post-structuralist
traditions, or the ‘sociological’. My framework builds on post-structuralist traditions, but emphasizes the
intersubjective nature of securitization, a possibility that Balzacq mistakenly seems to reserve for the
‘sociological’ variant.

** On this see Mutimer (2007). McSweeney was the first to raise this criticism in “Identity and security: Buzan
and the Copenhagen School” (1996), to which Buzan and Waver replied in “Slippery? Contradictory?
Sociologically untenable? The Copenhagen School Replies” (1997).

> As Abbott (2001: 84) indicates, and in Waver’s defence, constructionist theory itself allows for this kind of
‘turn’ to realism, because ‘processes of objectification mean that at any given time, much of the social world has
a nominally objective character.’
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aspects of how a new war against Chechnya in 1999 became possible, and how acceptance for
this violent undertaking emerged in the Russian audiences.’® Campbell has claimed that
‘while the objects that are represented as threats might change, the techniques and exclusions
by which those objects are constituted as dangers persist’ (Campbell 1992: 12). I would argue
that securitization theory conceptualizes these persistent techniques and exclusions in a very
useful way. In particular the concept of securitization is a necessary companion to a
straightforward discourse-theoretic approach for understanding the case at hand because it
focuses on change in discursive structures and on how one dominant discourse is replaced by

another in the course of a relatively short timespan.

In the following, I proceed with a brief discussion of the difference between speech act and
discourse, and then expound the key components in the process of securitization. Within these
three key components, I discuss several concepts, offering a post-structuralist re-interpretation
of these. Research questions that will guide the empirical enquiry in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 are

formulated, and several caveats issued as to the Russian case.

Speech act or discourse? Securitization theory offers an understanding of threat that
corresponds with a post-structuralist perspective: An issue that is securitized does not
necessarily constitute a real existential threat, but it is represented as such. This is not to say
that there is no real substance to a threat — there may well be. Threats and security, however,
are not understood as objectively given and cannot be studied as such. Rather, according to

Buzan, Waver and de Wilde, they are determined through the speech act.’’ Understood as a

3% Pouliot (2007:373-74) suggests that we apply ‘theoretical constructs’ or ‘heuristic devices’ to our observations
in order to classify them. They make sense of history but do not drive it.

37 This understanding is taken from Austin (1962), who argued that statements can be used to perform an action,
such as the statement ‘I do’ in a marriage ceremony. Austin called these ‘performative speech acts’. Balzacq
(2011: 4-5) presents Austin’s perspective in the following way: ‘each sentence can convey three types of acts,
the combination of which constitutes the total speech act situation: (i) locutionary-the utterance of an expression
that contains a given sense and reference (Austin 1962: 95, 107); (ii) illocutionary- the act performed in
articulating a locution. In a way, this category captures the explicit performative class of utterances, and as a
matter of fact, the concept “speech act” is literally predicated on that sort of agency; and (iii) perlocutionary,
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speech act, ‘security’ means that the very identification, the articulation of words that describe

something as a security threat, is an act. According to Wever:

security is not of interest as a sign that refers to something more real: the utterance itself (in
original) is the act. By saying it, something is being done (as in betting, giving a promise,
naming a ship). By uttering ‘security’, a state-representative moves a particular development
into a specific area, and thereby claims a special right to use whatever means are necessary to

block it (1995: 55).

The weight given to words in this explication seems to match a post-structuralist
understanding broadly, but I find it unreasonable to theorize securitization as a speech act in
the way that Waver seems to do (as a self-referential practice, an illocutionary act in John
Austin’s vocabulary). First, considering what securitization would look like in the empirical
world, a more reasonable understanding would be that a securitizing attempt consists of a
series of utterances. It is impossible to construct something as an existential threat on a
political arena through a ‘speech act’ in the ‘once said, then done’ sense. This makes it more
appropriate to understand ‘securitizing moves’ as the onset or strengthening of a discourse

that constructs something as an existential threat.

Ronald Krebs and Patrick Jackson have argued along these lines, saying that ‘rhetorical
innovation, while possible and even inevitable in the long run, is far less likely in the short
run.” One reason is that even if discourses are never fully fixed, ‘coherent political action
would be impossible if rhetorical universes were in a state of continuous deep flux. Relative
rhetorical stabilities must emerge to permit the construction of political strategies...” Further,

making and distributing new representations takes time and effort. According to Krebs and

which is the “consequential effects” or “ sequels” that are aimed to evoke the feelings, beliefs, thoughts or
actions of the target audience.” Balzacq contends that strictly speaking the ‘speech act’ encompasses only the
illocutionary act. The Copenhagen School paraphrases the illocutionary act for its definition of securitization.
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Jackson (2007: 45-46) ‘Arguments can prove powerful only when the commonplaces on
which they draw are already present in the rhetorical field, which is shaped both by the
unintended consequences of prior episodes of (rhetorical) contestation and/or by campaigns
undertaken in advance with the express purpose of reconfiguring the rhetorical terrain.’
Securitizing attempts, if they are to have any security effects, are thus not borne in one

rhetorical instance, but in a series of expressions that are innovative, yet bounded.

A second argument against explicating securitizing attempts as speech acts has been offered
by Thierry Balzacq (2005) who pinpoints the inconsistencies that arise within the theory as a
result. He disagrees with the view of security as a speech act and particularly with the
Copenhagen School’s view of security is an illocutionary act that is a self-referential practice.
Such a view undermines the conceptualization of securitization as an intersubjective process,
which arguably seems to be the crucial feature in Buzan and Waver’s (2003: 491) reference
definition of securitization as a process ‘through which an intersubjective understanding is
constructed within a political community to treat something as an existential threat to a valued
referent object, and to enable a call for urgent and exceptional measures to deal with the
threat.” Balzacq (2005: 182—183) argues that if security is understood to be ‘done’ once it has
been ‘said’, this contradicts the central idea in securitization theory that an issue acquires the
status of security only if a significant audience concurs with the securitizing actor on the
threatening nature of the matter in question. When security is understood to be ‘done’ once it

has been ‘said’, what is then the relevance of the audience?

Finally, as regards the application of securitization to this specific study, substituting speech

act theory with discourse theory is reasonable. The Second Chechen War and the acceptance
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of this violent undertaking in the Russian audience cannot be thought of as a single

authoritative act: it is better grasped as an evolving intersubjective process.*®

Leaving speech act theory behind thus offers a more coherent framework and an easier fit
with post-structuralism and opens for the use of discourse analysis as the primary research
method. As far as I can see, this implies letting go of the perception of a securitizing move as
an illocutionary act in Austin’s sense — but without necessarily contradicting the writings of
Buzan, Waever and de Wilde, who underline that securitization is an intersubjective process
during which the existential threat must be argued by the securitizing actor towards an
audience.” They point out that ‘the processes of securitization and de-securitization can be
examined by studying the security speech-acts that designate the threat. Securitizing moves
are defined as a discourse [my emphasis] that takes the form of presenting something as an
existential threat to a referent object’ (Buzan, Waver and de Wilde 1998: 25). With support in
this quote and the arguments presented above, the post-structuralist reading of securitization

theory which guides this study will substitute discourse theory for speech act theory.

Key components in the process of securitization: The core insight of securitization theory is
that issues, military as well as non-military, can become ‘securitized’ when ‘securitizing
actors’ (for example, political leaders or pressure groups), by means of rhetorical strategies,
elevate them to the status of an existential threat to a referent object (for example, individuals,
the state or the environment) and when a significant audience accepts this representation of
the issue (Buzan 1997: 5-28). Williams (2003: 513) has rephrased securitization in this way:
‘issues become “‘securitized,” treated as security issues, through these speech acts which do

not simply describe an existing security situation, but bring it into being as a security situation

*¥ For a similar reasoning on why speech act theory is not so useful in studies of securitization see Guzzini
(2011: 335).

%% Also Taureck (2006: 52—61) points out that the very idea of intersubjectivity in the process of securitization
and the power that this idea gives to the audience is at odds with securitization theory’s root in speech-act theory,
which implies that when ‘security’ is said, it is done.
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by successfully representing it as such.” This process generates endorsement for emergency
measures (like the use of military force, secrecy, additional executive powers) beyond rules
that would otherwise bind (Weaver 1995b). According to Buzan, Waver and de Wilde (1998:
21) ‘the invocation of security has been the key to legitimizing the use of force, but more
generally it has opened the way for the state to mobilize, or to take special powers, to handle
existential threats’. However, threats can also be de-securitized. Issues become de-securitized
when they are shifted out of emergency mode and into the normal bargaining processes of the

political sphere (ibid: 4).

Buzan, Waever and de Wilde (ibid: 33) hold that there are certain facilitating conditions under
which the speech act aimed at securitization works: (1) the demand internal to the speech act
of following the grammar of security — that is, constructing a plot that includes existential
threat, point of no return, and a possible way out; (2) the social conditions regarding the
position of authority for the securitizing actor — that is, the relationship between the speaker
and the audience and thereby the likelihood of the audience of accepting the claims made in a
securitizing attempt; and (3) features of the alleged threats that either facilitate or impede
securitization. While the first condition concerns the intrinsic features of language and
indicates that there is a limitation as to how security claims can be made successfully, the two
other concern conditions external to discourse. The second facilitating condition indicates that
there are limitations as to Who can make security claims successfully, and the third seems to
indicate that historical and material factors and situations are accorded significance outside of

their discursive emergence.

In sum, there are three components in a process of securitization. First, there is the
identification by securitizing actors of something as an existential threat, and then there are

two other components —effects on inter-unit relations and breaking free of rules; and
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emergency action.* The general thrust of the argument underlying this description of the
securitization process is in many respects in line with post-structuralist ideas of how policies
are co-constituted by identities and rely on accounts that make sense of them and legitimize

them as they are launched.

It is necessary to underline, however, that a post-structuralist reading of securitization implies
rejecting a conception of the components in the process as variables that produce an outcome:
‘successful securitization.” Rather, the purpose of a post-structuralist approach to
securitization would be to discover the content of the analytical entities (such as referent
object and existential threat) in the course of research and to treat securitization as a social
process through which a representation of something as an existential threat becomes
dominant, at the expense of other representations. This representation would not determine
emergency action, but would condition the range of emergency measures political actors
could undertake legitimately. Jackson’s Weberian definition of legitimation seems to fit best
the conceptualization of securitization as a process of legitimation proposed here. Jackson
sees legitimation as ‘the process of drawing and (re)establishing boundaries, ruling some
courses of action acceptable and others unacceptable. Out of the general morass of public
political debate, legitimation contingently stabilizes the boundaries of acceptable action,

making it possible for certain policies to be enacted’ (2006: 16).

To elaborate on this it is necessary to examine the different components of the securitization
process as presented by Buzan, Waver and de Wilde in more detail, and investigate how each

of them matches or could be expanded on by core post-structuralist propositions.

* This division of the securitization process into three steps or components is suggested by Buzan, Waever and
de Wilde (1998: 26) themselves and elaborated on by Taureck (2006).
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The first component — attempts by securitizing actors at representing something as an
existential threat to a referent object — is post-structuralist in its conception if we choose to
focus on the representation and not the securitizing actor. Although securitization theory can
be read as putting the ‘securitizing actors’ first as well as emphasizing the significance of pre-
existing power positions of such actors, Buzan, Wever and de Wilde (1998: 32) actually state
that ‘one cannot make the actors of securitization the fixed point of analysis — the practice of
securitization is the centre of analysis.” This practice is the significative practice of giving
something the identity of an existential threat. Putting the practice of securitization at the
centre of analysis means that investigating representations is the starting-point of an empirical
enquiry. It also means that securitizing actors in the traditional sense of securitization theory
cannot be spotted prior to an empirical enquiry, but only as a result of such an enquiry and

will always be secondary to the tracing of representations.

In practical terms, this focus on representations instead of actor entails searching the texts for
an accumulation of statements that identify something as an existential threat. With the
substitution of discourse for speech act, a ‘securitizing move’ or ‘attempt’ in the terminology
of Buzan, Waver and de Wilde is not one statement, but many. Moreover, the focus on
urgency and change that is implicit in the Buzan et al. concept of securitization even indicates
that we are looking for a multiplicity of such statements, an accumulation of statements that
represent something as an existential threat over a relatively short timespan. The first
empirical chapter of this thesis starts out (2.2) by reviewing statements on Chechnya during
the interwar period broadly and identifying where and how an accumulation of statements on

Chechnya as an existential terrorist threat emerged.

The securitizing narrative and its internal consistency: Studying these significative practices

in a structured way when working with a given empirical case entails constructing an
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analytical template outlining the sequence of elements that make up the security argument
implicit in these statements. Such a template will enable us to map out the pattern of argument
actually deployed in a given securitizing move. This is not to say that such a template will be
able to catch all aspects of securitizing talk. The main point here is that it should formalize
how the security argument produces boundaries (between the threat and the threatened) for
acceptable action. In their discussion of the first facilitating condition Buzan, Waver and de
Wilde (1998: 33) only hint at how such an analytical template could look, when they say that
the securitizing discourse is more likely to be authoritative and convincing if it takes the form
of a securitizing plot that includes (1) existential threat, (2) point of no return and (3) a
possible way out. However, these elements in the securitizing plot, which I refer to as the
securitizing narrative throughout this thesis, can be re-conceptualized in a post-structuralist

fashion.

Such a reading of the three elements in the securitizing narrative sees the first as concerning
the description of the nature of the threat, whereas the second describes what will happen to
the referent object if security action is not taken against the threat. The third element identifies

the policy or emergency measures necessary, given the gravity of the threat.

Buzan, Waver and de Wilde do not say very much about what a description of an existential
threat (1) contains. How are we to know when a threat representation has reached the level of
‘existential’? Hansen (2006: 37—41) proposes that Campbell’s conception of state identity as
constituted through radical Otherness should be revised to allow the concept of identity to
assume degrees of Otherness. Hansen’s idea can be usefully incorporated into this explication
of securitization theory because it indicates the possibility of ‘scaling’ threat. ‘Existential
threat’ can then be placed at one end of the spectrum as radical Otherness, with lower-scale

threat representations beneath it. A narrative for de-securitization would include a

37



representation at the lowest level of no threat. Similarly, the ‘point of no return’ (2) within the
securitization narrative can be conceptualized as a scale of alternative futures for the referent
object. A future where the referent object cannot exist can then be placed at the top end of this
scale. In the third element, ‘a possible way out’ (3), there would be a description of how to

deal with the threat (the policy proposal) in order to achieve a future of survival.

The various elements of the securitizing narrative must fit together if it is to be convincing.*!
As noted the link between identity construction and policy option is such that a policy will
appear legitimate if it is consistent with the identity construction on which it draws. An
analysis of a given securitizing narrative must therefore take into consideration the
consistency and congruence between the descriptions of the threat and the description of the
way out.” This means that going up the scale of threat representation will indicate a
possibility of proposing tougher or more violent policies. A policy of war should thus be
matched by threat representations near the top of the scale in order to be legitimate and
acceptable. Iver Neumann (1998: 20) has indicated something in this vein in saying that when
large-scale violence is added to the securitization of an issue brought about by speech acts, the
issue is violized. Violization is ‘understood as the process whereby an already securitized
issue like identity becomes a casus belli over which blood must run.” A policy of annihilation

should be matched by a threat representation even further up on the scale.

With this conceptualization of the first component in the securitization process — identifying
something as an existential threat by way of a securitizing narrative — a first set of key

research questions for this project can be extracted:

I With some goodwill, Buzan, Wever and de Wilde’s (1998: 33) vague reference to ‘the demand internal to the
speech act of following the grammar of security’ can be read as the logical congruence between identity
construction and policy option discussed here.

* Salter’s (2002) argument is instructive. He claims that the classification of ‘barbarian’ is not only dependent
on counter concepts (savage, civilized), but also has effects. The kind of security policy that is deemed to be
available and legitimate in a relationship with ‘barbarians’ is other than those who are thought of as available
and legitimate in other relationships.
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o What identity was ‘Chechnya’ given in Russian representations (1996-2001)?

e What level of threat was attached to ‘Chechnya’ in Russian representations?

e On the background of these representations of Chechnya: How has Russia’s
future been described? What have been proposed as relevant policies for dealing

with Chechnya?

These questions will not be addressed in chronological order, but will be investigated within
each time period and in different types of texts. In particular, they will be discussed in sub-
chapter 2.2, which analyses official representations of Chechnya in the interwar period, and in
2.3, which analyses official representations of Chechnya during summer and autumn 1999.
They will also re-appear in sub-chapters 3.2 to 3.4, when the official securitizing narrative for
war is used to compare representations of Chechnya in various audience groups during
autumn 1999 and in sub-chapters 4.4 and 4.5, when representations on particularly ‘shocking

events’ during the Second Chechen War are reviewed.

As to the second component of the securitization process — the effects on inter-unit relations
and breaking free of rules — the conceptualization of speaker, audience and the relation
between them, explicated by adding the second and third facilitating conditions in Buzan,

Weaver and de Wilde’s book, can easily be read as contradicting post-structuralist tenets.

Actor and referent object: Turning first to the role of the speaker, securitization theory
emphasizes how the pre-existing power position of the securitizing actor is important for
succeeding with securitization (the second facilitating condition).** The insight that post-
structuralism offers which has been left out of securitization theory, and which turns the

emphasis on pre-existing power positions on its head, is that securitization of an issue —

* As the second facilitating condition reveals, there is an assumption underlying securitization theory that power
and capabilities do matter. Securitizing actors holding power positions and commanding strong capabilities have
a better chance of succeeding with securitization (See Taureck 2006: 18).
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identifying something as an existential threat to a referent object™ — has effects in terms of
maintaining and changing identity and political power.* As Stritzel points out, Waver
himself actually opens for such a reading, particularly in his single-authored texts, where he
builds on Jacques Derrida’s claim that ‘there is nothing outside the text’ and Judith Butler’s

idea of speech acts having productive power.*

Drawing on this insight, we can achieve a different conceptualization of ‘actor’ and ‘referent
object’ (including the state). In this reading, the authority to speak and act is constituted by
the productive power of the discourse itself. It is not inherent to the position of the actor at the
outset, but to the process of securitization. When a securitizing argument is launched, it draws
up boundaries (by identifying something as an existential threat to a referent object) and limits
the range of acceptable policies — thus also producing an actor, by demarcating a sphere in
which that actor can then legitimately undertake such policies.*’” According to Jackson (2006:
30) ‘a particular deployment always contains one or more subject-positions from which action
can be taken, and it thus contributes to the production of the actor at the same time as it

reveals a particular world in which that actor can subsequently act’.

Moreover, the identity of the referent object will be (re-)produced in the process of
securitization. This is particularly relevant when talking about securitization for war. The

identity of the referent object (e.g. Russia) will necessarily have to be (re-)defined in relation

# ‘Referent object” is the term used in securitization theory. This is a bit confusing because it refers to those who
are said to be threatened and is thus actually equivalent to the subject-position.

4 As Huysmans (1998: 489) notes, Identity, Migration and the New Security Agenda in Europe (Waver et.al
1993) did introduce the question of how threat definitions have an impact on the identification or constitution of
society, but this understanding was bracketed in their presentation of European identity in the book itself.
Moreover, it has not been expanded on in later works from the Copenhagen School.

“ Butler has developed the idea of speech acts having productive power. According to her concept of
performativity, speech acts have power to constitute meaning and create new patterns of significance in social
relations. It is the speech act itself which has the power to create authority and bring about change rather than
any pre-existing context that would empower actors and/or speech acts in the first place. As referred in Stritzel
(2007: 361-362).

*" This is also in line with Doty’s (1997: 384) argument which builds on Laclau and Mouffe and says that
‘discursive practices create subject-positions, a subject being defined as a position within a particular discourse.’
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to the representation of something as an existential threat (e.g. Chechnya). If the threat is
described, those who are said to be threatened will necessarily have to be described as well.
Moreover, according to Derrida, such binary oppositions establish a relation of power
whereby one element in the binary is privileged. In this perspective, the relation constructed
in securitizing attempts through series of juxtapositions between threat and threatened is not
neutral in terms of power, as one element (the referent object) will be valued over its opposite
(threat). Thus, the re-defining of identity in the face of existential threat can have substantial
effects in terms of cohesion, power and stability within the referent object, and through this

the power of an ‘actor’ can be built.

Based on this understanding of referent object and how it is (re-)produced during

securitization, another key research question can be extracted:

e How has Russian identity been re-drawn in the process of representing

Chechnya?

Also this question will be taken up several times in the thesis: when assessing official
representations in the interwar period and prior to the war in 1999 (sub-chapters 2.2 and 2.3)
and when scrutinizing audience representations of Russia in sub-chapters 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4. The
question of how the power of an actor can be built through securitization processes will not be
addressed explicitly in the empirical chapters, but re-appears at the end of the thesis (5.3).
Anyone studying Russia would agree that the securitization of the Chechen threat contributed

greatly to Putin’s rising power, although few have tried to find out how.

Discursive context and discursive terrains: It has been argued that also the third facilitating
condition takes securitization theory beyond discourse by encouraging the analysis of how

representations of the threat resonate with contextual factors, the external reality. Contextual
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factors can facilitate securitization by making the audience ripe for persuasion.*® However,
such a reading of the third facilitating condition does not fit well with the post-structuralist
root of securitization theory either, as it seems to bestow a given external materiality with a

causal role beyond its being mediated through language.

But again, an alternative reading is possible — one probably close to Waver’s own intentions.
In this reading, the third facilitating condition is re-conceptualized as discursive context.
Within the framework of this thesis, a new focus on discursive context will be included — the
discursive structure within which securitizing attempts are embedded. This move is in line
with the credo of post-structuralists such as Derrida and Butler (noted above) that ‘there is
nothing outside the text’. The context I propose to examine is a textual one. Moreover,

including a structural element is reasonable within a post-structuralist frame.*’

As Waver notes:

Discourses organise knowledge systematically, and thus delimit what can be said and what not.
The rules determining what makes sense go beyond the purely grammatical into the pragmatic
and discursive, linking up to some extent to the traditional studies of ‘histories of ideas’ in
terms of ‘how did they think in different periods’, or more precisely: how is the conceptual
universe structured into which you have to speak when acting politically? Subjects, objects
and concepts cannot be seen as existing independent of discourse. Certain categories and
arguments that are powerful in one period or at one place can sound non-sensible or absurd at

others (2002: 29).

The idea is, then, that any securitizing attempt is launched within a broader discursive context

that constitutes it as significant, or not. Existing discourses thus privilege and disadvantage

* On this see Balzacq (2005: 182-183).

*To support this claim I refer to Waever (2002: 23): ‘poststructuralism does not mean “anti-structuralism”, but is
a philosophical position that developed out of structuralism, a position that in many ways shares more with
structuralism than with its opponents.’
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certain securitizing attempts, as opposed to others. In discourse theory, the idea that texts are
situated within and against other texts, that they draw upon them in constructing identities and
policies, that they appropriate as well as revise them and that they build authority by citing
them is known as inter-textuality.’® Given this understanding of how texts are interrelated, it
can be assumed that a good fit between the securitizing narrative and dominant discourses in
the discursive context will enhance the possibility of audience acceptance. In other words, a
threat representation that resonates well with and draws on existing representations or that is
confirmed by new ones, will acquire legitimacy through this resonance and will be more

likely to appeal to larger segments of ‘the audience’.”’

Discursive context is an under-specified concept. Within this context, several discursive
terrains can be identified, such as the international discursive terrain or the national discursive
terrain. Salter (2008) has broken this down even further and investigates the specific terrain of
various professions. The national discursive terrain, which is of particular relevance for this
study, consists of a plethora of common meanings and identity constructions, among them
alternative versions of an issue that is securitized. These meanings and identities have been
negotiated over time ((re)produced and/or negated in historical, political, media and literary
texts) and are specific to the historical and social setting. The argument is that a securitizing
narrative that resonates well with and draws on recurrent common meanings and identity
constructions in the national discursive terrain will acquire legitimacy through this resonance

and will have greater chances of appealing to larger segments of the national audience.’

% The term is Kristeva’s (1980). For a good discussion on inter-textualizing foreign policy, see Hansen (2006:
54-72).

' This point builds on the same understandings that informed Krebs and Jackson’s argument that rhetorical
innovation is difficult because ‘Arguments can prove powerful only when the commonplaces on which they
draw are already present in the rhetorical field” (2007: 20).

>>To sum up, the national discursive terrain is considered as part of the larger discursive context into which
securitizing attempts are launched. Other parts of the discursive context could also be considered in a post-
structuralist framework for studying securitization. For example, the re-rephrasing of Chechnya as an
international terrorist threat and the acceptance of this re-phrasing by the international audience cannot be
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However, that does not change the understanding that the securitizing narrative can be re-

phrased once the audience gets its say — to which we return below.

From this re-conceptualization of the third facilitating condition in securitization theory and
the claim that discursive context matters in a process of securitization, the following research

question can be extracted:

o What did the national discursive terrain on ‘Chechnya’ look like prior to 1999?

This question will be taken up in sub-chapter 3.2 which summarizes representations of
Chechnya and Russia in classical Russian literature, as well as in more recent historical and

political texts, including those on the first post-Soviet Chechen war.

Intersubjectivity and audience acceptance: Turning to the role of the audience in
securitization theory, the emphasis on intersubjectivity in the establishment of an existential
threat is fully in line with post-structuralist understandings. Buzan et al. even make explicit

reference to Derrida when they point out that

Whether an issue is a security issue is not something individuals decide alone. Securitization
is intersubjective and socially constructed: Does a referent object hold general legitimacy as
something that should survive, which entails that actors can make reference to it, point to
something as a threat, and thereby get others to follow or at least tolerate actions otherwise not
legitimate? This quality is not held in subjective and isolated minds: it is a social quality, a
part of a discursive, socially constituted, intersubjective realm (Buzan, Waver and de Wilde

1998: 31).

understood without reference to the international discursive terrain at the time. However, that question falls
beyond the scope of this empirical inquiry.
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However, one could, as Buzan and colleagues sometimes seem to do, make a leap from this
idea of a process of intersubjective establishment of something as an existential threat to a
conception of the ‘securitizing attempt’ as a product of the individual securitizer’s words,
with the ‘audience’ as a given entity with a veto role in an attempted securitization and with
‘acceptance’ as a moment of rational choice. Applications of securitization theory have often
treated the audience as a given. In such cases, the audience’s preferences will already be fixed,
and the audience can reject the threat representation — thus, securitization fails.>® But such a
conceptualisation of audience acceptance is at odds with a post-structuralist reading of

.. . 4
securitization theory.’

Also possible is another reading, one which builds more on Waver’s post-structuralist
heritage and which is more suitable for this project. Such a reading entails seeing the audience
as a potential field into which the securitizing attempt is launched. Given the malleable yet
fixed quality of discourses and the struggles between them, the discursive reception of the
securitizing attempt in the ‘audience’ is, as noted, conditioned by the discursive terrain among
the ‘audience’, but there is also room for change and appropriation of the securitizing
narrative: it is not as if the ‘audience’ already has made up its mind before the transaction
takes place. The production of the ‘consenting audience’ becomes a joint act in which both
‘securitizing actor’ and ‘audience’ participate. Public legitimation cannot be firmly segmented

into a moment of transmission and a moment of reception: it is transactive all the way down.™

The implication of this reading is that ‘acceptance by the audience’ is not a specific point or

moment, but part of the ongoing process of legitimation whereby the representation of

> See for example Charlotte Wagnsson (2000).

> Here I disagree with Balzacq (2011: 2) who seems to suggest that a ‘philosophical reading’ (i.e. post-
structuralist) of securitization theory necessarily conceptualises the audience as a ‘formal — given — category,
which is often poised in a receptive mode.’

> My thanks to Patrick Jackson for help with these points (email exchanges between Patrick Jackson and the
author during January 2009).
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something as an existential threat acquires a hegemonic position at the expense of other, less
threatening, representations. Empirically, this is the situation when the description of the
threat as ‘existential’ and of ‘the point of no return’ and ‘way out’ given in the securitizing
narrative has gained enough resonance and response in the representations of the audience for
emergency action to be undertaken legitimately. (See 3.1 on operationalizing ‘audience
acceptance’ in an empirical enquiry.) It is this intersubjective legitimating process that makes

it possible to break free of rules that otherwise bind, and undertake emergency measures.

Finally, from this perspective, securitization is never a stable social arrangement: securitizing
claims must be reproduced continually, and no object can become so firmly established as an
existential threat necessitating extra-political action that it cannot be challenged. *°
Theoretically, the legitimacy of a policy of war, for example, can unravel via a process similar
to that which made war acceptable. An intersubjective process which establishes the opponent
not as an existential threat but as something far less threatening to the referent object would

render other policies than war more logical and acceptable.

Key research questions extracted from this conceptualization of audience acceptance in the

process of securitization are:

o How was Chechnya as Russia’s Other (re)articulated in representations among the
potential ‘audience’ in Russia during autumn 1999?

o To what extent were representations of ‘threat’, ‘the point of no return’ and ‘the way
out’ inherent in the official securitizing narrative negated or confirmed in these

representations, and how?

%% According to Patrick Jackson, this is why the securitization of an object produces not an absence of security
talk about the object but a plethora of such talk (email 6 of January 2009).
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These questions are addressed in Chapter 3, which investigates how Russian ‘audience
acceptance’ of the official securitizing narrative during autumn 1999 came about. The texts of
three key groups in the Russian public are analysed: members of the Russian political elite

holding or campaigning for a seat in the Federal Assembly, the experts, and the media.

The relevance of ‘the audience’: At this stage it is necessary, given the choice of case in this
study, to issue a caveat as to the role of the ‘audience’ in non-democratic settings. Indeed it
has often been assumed that securitization theory is applicable only to democratic political
systems. One reason is that securitization theory is modelled on political relations as they
exist in Western democracies. Another is that a widespread interpretation defines
securitization as a type of ‘special politics’ whereby an issue can be moved beyond normal

democratic procedures after it has been accepted by the audience as an ‘existential threat’.

Is, then, the audience irrelevant in political systems other than democracies?

To this Buzan, Waver and de Wilde answer: ‘no one is guaranteed the ability to make people
accept a claim for necessary security action’... ‘as even communist elites of Eastern Europe
learned’ (1998: 31). Juha Vouri has elaborated this argument in his study of securitization in
the Chinese political system, pointing out that ‘legitimacy is perhaps the most significant
element in the survival of any social institution and all governments must exercise a minimum
of both persuasion and coercion in order to survive’ (Vuori 2008: 68). Thus, also in non-
democratic systems leaders need to legitimize their use of extraordinary measures. As noted
in the introduction, this stance is also the only viable one, given the social constructionist

perspective that underpins this thesis.

Having made the point that the ‘audience’ is significant in any political system, let us turn to

the case at hand. In the period between 1996 and 1999, Russia was not a consolidated
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democracy, nor was it an autocracy. Moreover, the regime was characterized by a presidency
that was strong according to the constitution, but in reality quite weak, especially in terms of
how contested most of its policies were in the Russian public. This was a situation where the
Russian public’s acceptance of security claims articulated by the country’s leadership could
by no means be taken for granted. Such public endorsement must have seemed highly
necessary in order to undertake a new war against Chechnya. In turn, such endorsement in the

given Russian situation could prove highly productive in terms of power.

Building on this, the answer to the question of who is the relevant ‘audience’ in an empirical
enquiry — which securitization theory often is criticized for not answering — is that one should
select ‘potential audience groups’ to study according to the case in point. In our case, both the
Russian public and the Russian political elite situated in key institutional positions are part of

the relevant, potential audience.

The potential audience of an undertaking like war or a broad counter-terrorist campaign can
usually not be confined to the political institutions that formally have to sanction such action.
Add this to the precarious status of the Russian regime in summer 1999 outlined above and
the public aversion to a new Chechen campaign in Russia at the time, and the potential
audience in this study would obviously have to be quite general. Formal endorsement of
emergency measures by members of the Russian Federal Assembly might have been a
necessary condition for launching the counter-terrorist campaign against Chechnya in 1999
from a legal point of view. But general public endorsement of the representation of ‘Chechnya’
as an existential threat to ‘Russia’ was required for the Second Chechen War to be a
legitimate undertaking.’” The sub-chapters that investigate audience acceptance in this thesis

(3.3 and 3.4) therefore include the language of groups that can be considered key contributors

>7 On the distinction between formal and moral support see Roe (2008).
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to the wider Russian public debate in 1999: not only the members of the Federal Assembly,

but also experts and journalists.

An uneven battleground for discursive struggles: Moving forward in time to the stronger and
more authoritarian Putin regime that emerged from the early 2000s, I would argue in line with
Buzan, Waver and de Wilde’s reasoning that even this regime had to base its policy of war
against Chechnya on some level of public acceptance. Indeed, the continued stream of official
statements on the terrorist threat over the years indicates that such public legitimation was
necessary. I will, however, incorporate an element into this theory framework which
conceptualizes the growing use of coercion during Putin’s first presidency: the concept of an

uneven battleground for discursive struggles.

Increasing media control in Russia from the beginning of the 2 Ist century is well documented
and cannot be disregarded in a study on how certain discourses on Chechnya changed,
hardened and became dominant (see Lipman and McFaul 2005, Mickiewicz 2008, Oates 2006,
White and McAllister 2006, Gehlbach 2010). Within a discourse theoretic framework like this,
such increasing media control can create what might be termed an uneven battleground for
discursive struggles. Discourses flow and change, but they also harden and sometimes freeze.
In societies characterized by freedom of speech, official representations can more easily be
contested and challenged by alternative discourses; there is the possibility of discursive
struggles on a fairly even battleground. Discourses can still freeze, but they can more easily

be challenged.

This situation dominated Russia during the first post-Soviet war in Chechnya. A lack of
control over information flows was one of the big ‘mistakes’ of the Yeltsin regime during that
war. The First Chechen War was the first major Russian military operation to be broadcast on

television, and it was covered on both sides by a widespread and relatively free media (OSCE
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2003: 227-231).%% Official representations at that time were quickly contested by alternative
representations in the press. Very often these representations constructed the Chechen Other
as far less threatening than in official representations.” Indeed, as we shall see in sub-chapter
3.2, and in stark contradiction to official representations, Russian television coverage during
the First Chechen War constructed Chechnya as a victim.®® The point here is not that media
representations are necessarily different from official representations in times of war. Often
they are quite similar — but the battleground for discursive struggles is fairly even and open,
so alternative representations of the enemy can enter and challenge official representations. In
a situation of official control over the media, the battleground for discursive struggles
becomes far less even. Under a media monopoly, certain representations can be repeated
again and again. Official representations can be left uncontested, while other, alternative
representations can be effectively excluded. Media control can thus have substantial effects on
the outcome of discursive struggles, privileging official discourse and facilitating its

hegemony.

The underlying assumption here is that such facilitation of discursive hegemony can
contribute to sustaining audience acceptance over time. The installation of an uneven
battleground for discursive struggles on who the enemy is and who ‘we’ are through
increasing media control can carry audience acceptance over into the difficult stage that
follows in the wake of the initial war-cry, when the human and material costs of a large-scale
war inevitably become apparent. The concept of an ‘uneven battleground for discursive
struggles’ will be applied to the Russian case in sub-chapter 3.5, and gives rise to the

following research question:

¥ See also Wagnsson (2000: 145).

> On media representations during the first war see Mickiewicz (1997).

% As Washington Post noted ‘the war, deeply unpopular throughout Russia, dominates the evening news on
television night after night with its ghastly images of charred bodies, smashed homes, and weeping refugees’
(Cited in ‘Press Review: Ceasefire in Chechnya?’, RFE/RL, 1 April 1996).
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e What restrictions were introduced into the Russian media sphere after 1999, and
in what ways did these restrictions mediate and privilege official representations

of Chechnya in the Russian media?

The third component in the process of securitization — the possibility of launching
emergency measures against a threat — is the most weakly developed aspect of securitization
theory. The main focus has been on the language of security, the significative practices of
establishing something as an existential threat. Less attention has been paid to the ‘emergency
measures’, the implementation of concrete, material emergency actions against the threat that
this establishment enables. As the present study aims not only to map changing linguistic
representations of Chechnya, but also see how these changing representations have opened up
for and enabled different ways of dealing with Chechnya, it is necessary to theorize the link
between securitizing for war and the policies and practices that follow in the wake of such
rhetorical processes. What 1 propose then is to conceptualize ‘emergency measures’ in
securitization theory as equivalent to the knowledgeable practices that are the material
expressions of significative practices and are seen as complementing these in post-structuralist

discourse theory.

As noted, discourse theory holds that ‘discourses are “concrete” in that they produce a
material reality in the practices that they invoke’ (Hardy, Harley and Phillips 2004: 20).%' Tan
Hacking (1999: 31) expresses this standpoint more specifically when he notes that
classifications ‘do not only exist in the empty space of language but in institutions, practices,

material interactions with things and other people.” Bringing these ideas into security studies

®To illustrate this point, Jergensen and Phillips (2002: 35) in their discussion on Laclau and Mouffe give the
example of children in modern societies. They ‘are seen as a group which in many ways is different from other
groups, and this difference is not only established linguistically. Children are also materially constituted as a
group in a physical space: they have their own institutions such as nurseries and schools, their own departments
in libraries and their own play areas in parks. These institutions and physical features are part of the discourse
about children in modern societies.’
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means that significative practices that define something as a threat will acquire their material
expressions in actions and practices directed against that threat. As Hansen (2006: 21) argues,
‘while policy discourses construct problems, objects and subjects, they also simultaneously

articulate policies to address them. Policies are thus particular directions for actions.’

Taking seriously the claim that significative practices both open up and constrain the range of
feasible policies, practices and actions implies assuming that certain enemy representations
(such as ‘terrorist’ or ‘infidel’) will be followed by policy proposals that permit certain
actions (such as killing or torture) while prohibiting others (such as negotiation).®> However,
the assumption is only that the representation (‘terrorist’, ‘infidel’) enables the legitimate
undertaking of a certain type of action (such as killing or torture): this action might still have

been undertaken without such a radical representation, but would not have made much sense.

For a thesis that applies a post-structuralist reading of securitization theory, this means that, in
addition to assessing the significative practices through the prism of the securitizing narrative,
it is necessary to assess the enactment of this narrative in specific policies and material
practices directed towards that/those represented as existential threat. ‘Emergency measures’
will be studied here by investigating the linking of two aspects: the significative
representations in the securitizing narrative (particularly ‘the way out’/the policy proposal
given in the securitizing narrative), and the implementation of this in policies and security

practices aimed at countering the threat.

In order to stay within the bounds of a post-structuralist securitization theory and to defend
the translation of emergency measures into actions and practices enabled by the securitizing
language, | must underline two points. First, the understanding of practices applied in this

thesis is of a more traditional post-structuralist kind. Second, given the focus on change and

%2 For a more complex and accurate presentation of what this claim entails see 1.3.
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urgency in securitization theory, the study of practices will not be directed towards their
routinized nature, as is the case in most contributions to the recent surge of literature on
practices in International Relations. According to Adler and Pouliot (2011: 6), while actions
are ‘behaviour imbued with meaning’, practices are ‘patterned actions [my emphasis] that are
embedded in particular organized contexts and, as such, are articulated into specific types of
action and are socially developed through learning and training. ®* Most of the studies in the
Adler/Pouliot volume, as in much other recent work on practices, thus focus on this repetitive

mode of practices and their evolution in a longer time perspective.®

Taking securitization theory as a point of departure, it seems most reasonable to focus on
changes in or beginnings of such patterned actions. With its focus on ‘emergency action’ and
‘extraordinary means’, securitization theory directs our attention more towards how practices
are changed or even established, than to their routinization over time. When something is
(suddenly) raised to a level of existential threat, this enables/legitimizes new types of action or
— alternatively — intensifies security practices that already exist. Securitization theory
encourages us to look primarily at how the new representation of Chechnya as an existential
terrorist threat made intensive bombing of Chechnya possible and legitimate in the first place,
and only secondly at how the naturalization of Chechnya as such an existential threat enabled
routine bombing of Chechnya, to the point where the linguistic justification for such actions
became unnecessary. This ties in with the normative issue raised by Kyle Grayson (2003):

that, following securitizations, previously unjustified security actions are naturalized as the

5 Their full definition is that ‘practices are socially meaningful patterns of action which, in being performed
more or less competently, simultaneously embody, act out, and possibly reify background knowledge and
discourse in and on the material world. Practices such as marking a linear territorial boundary, deterring with
nuclear weapons, or finance trading, are not merely descriptive ‘arrows’ that connect structure to agency and
back, but rather the dynamic material and ideational processes that enable structures to be stable or to evolve,
and agents to reproduce or transform structures * (Adler and Pouliot 2011: 6).

% Adler and Pouliot (2011: 7) note that ‘practice tends to be patterned, in that it generally exhibits certain
regularities over time and space. In a way reminiscent of routine, practices are repeated, or at least reproduce
similar behaviours with regular meanings...As a general rule, though, iteration is a key characteristic of
practices-and the condition of possibility for their social existence.’
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correct course to be taken, treated as technical military issues beyond the realm of reasonable

public scrutiny and are granted an unwarranted basis of legitimacy.

On the basis of the above elaboration of a post-structuralist conceptualization of ‘emergency

measures’, a further and final research question can be extracted.

e How have linguistic representations of Chechnya materialized in policies and
practices undertaken as part of the ‘emergency measures’ for dealing with

Chechnya?

Chapter 4 reviews the policies and practices introduced to deal with Chechnya during 1999

and 2000, and investigates how they were legitimized by the securitizing narrative.

Yet again, a caveat is necessary in order to justify the usefulness of securitization theory for
understanding the Second Chechen War as an empirical case. What kind of policies and
practices are we looking for, what kind of policies and practices qualify as ‘emergency
measures’ in a system that is not liberal-democratic? The latter part of the process combining
the establishment of something as existential threat, acceptance in the audience and the
undertaking of emergency measures will be understood in the wide fashion actually indicated
by Buzan, Waver and de Wilde. In their Security: a new framework for analysis (1998) this
third component is described as undertaking actions beyond ‘rules that otherwise have to be
obeyed.”® This means that the legitimate undertaking of ‘emergency measures’ following the

intersubjective establishment of something as an existential threat is a situation which can

% Buzan, Wever and de Wilde’s full formulation is ‘When does an argument with this particular rhetorical and
semiotic structure achieve sufficient effect to make an audience tolerate violations of rules that would otherwise
have been obeyed?’ (1998: 25). They phrase this notion of how audience sanctioned securitizing talk enables the
legitimate violations of rules in several different ways: On page 31 they talk about this as a situation where the
audience will ‘tolerate actions otherwise not legitimate’; on page 24 they say that ‘the issue is represented as an
existential threat, requiring emergency measures and justifying actions outside the normal bounds of political
procedure’ and on page 25 they write ‘Thereby the actor has claimed right to handle the issue through
extraordinary means, to break the normal political rules of the game”’...
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occur in any political system and society: it does not necessarily refer to ‘special politics’ in

the specific sense of setting aside of democratic procedures in liberal-democratic systems.®

Securitizations are not confined to liberal-democratic societies. As Buzan, Waver and de
Wilde point out, ‘in other societies there will also be “rules” as there are in any society, and
when a securitizing actor uses a rhetoric of existential threat and thereby takes an issue out of
what under those conditions is “normal politics”, we have a case of securitization’ (1998: 24).
‘Emergency measures’ are thus operationalized here as the policies, actions and practices
directed towards Chechnya that were enabled by the establishment of Chechnya as an
existential threat and that broke the specific rules of the society and political system of

Russia.®’

Summing up

This sub-chapter has presented a post-structuralist re-interpretation of securitization theory.
This has implied conceptualizing securitizing attempts or moves not as speech acts but as an
accumulation of statements that serve to construct something as an existential threat. I have
sought to give content to the definition of the various parts of the securitizing ‘narrative’
implicit in such a securitizing move, and indicated the possibility of scaling threat in order to
determine when a threat can be considered to have reached the level of ‘existential’. I have
also noted, in line with post-structuralist insights, that within this ‘narrative’ the
representation of the threat and the policy proposed for dealing with that threat must be
consistent, if the policy is to appear legitimate. It is the drawing of boundaries between threat
and referent object in the narrative that makes some courses of action acceptable and others

unacceptable.

% A wide-spread interpretation of securitization theory has been that securitization is a means of moving issues
beyond the democratic process of government (See for example Huysmans (1998) and Balzacq (2005)).
57T will return to a more detailed operationalization of what breaking the rules implies in 4.1.
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While stripping the theory of extra-discursive elements such as the pre-existing power
position of the securitizing actor, I have emphasized the productivity of discourse by
conceptualizing the identity of the referent object as (re-)produced by the securitizing
discourse itself and stressing the importance of discursive context. Securitizing moves are not
launched into empty discursive space, but into specific cultural contexts. They are structured

by and resonate with latent or manifest representations in pre-existing discursive terrains.

Because securitization is stressed as an intersubjective process, the ‘audience’ is
conceptualized as a potential field into which a securitizing move is launched. The narrative
in a securitizing move can be negated as well as confirmed and expanded on in audience
representations. Thus, if ‘audience acceptance’ or ‘consent’ emerges on the necessity of
undertaking emergency measures against an existential threat, this is the result of both
securitizing moves and audience responses. Lastly, I have proposed expanding and
explicating the notion of ‘emergency measures’ in securitization theory in such a way that
researchers using this theory can move beyond language to incorporate the study of policies

and material practices that such a discourse of difference and danger enables.

Even though it is impossible to achieve total congruence all the way from the meta-theoretical
level, through theory, and down to research methods, I have sought to counter the criticism
that different elements in securitization theory build on contradictory epistemological
positions. My reading provides a more consistent post-structuralist framework for studying
securitization, and narrows the scope of empirical study by excluding contextual factors

outside of discourse when considering how securitization unfolds.

Some core features of securitization theory also contribute to the framework of this thesis in a
fundamental way. Straightforward discourse analysis is best suited for dealing with long-term

development. By contrast, the present case-study requires a theory that focuses on urgency
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and change in the way that securitization theory does. Moreover, while the co-constitutive
nature of linguistic and material practices makes good sense on the meta-theoretical level, this
is difficult to operationalize in an empirical study. The sequencing of events indicated by
securitization theory (from securitizing move, through audience acceptance, to emergency
measures) ignores much of the complexity of how things work in the social world, but can
serve as a useful construct for analysing in a structured way how the Second Chechen War
became acceptable. This sequence therefore defines the structure of empirical chapters in this

thesis.

Similarly, separating ‘audience’ and ‘discursive terrain’ from ‘securitizing move’ is
nonsensical from a discourse-theoretical perspective. Texts stemming from all these are
simply viewed as part of a huge intersubjective realm of discursive contestation, and
identifying such ‘units’ at the outset is not possible. But for a study on how the second
Chechen War became acceptable it is useful to work from these pre-defined units — for
practical reasons, and because we are particularly interested in understanding how the Second
Chechen War could become acceptable for the Russian public, in contrast to the case of the
First Chechen War. And, as will become evident in the empirical chapters that follow, it is
still possible to stress the intersubjective nature of securitization and end up pointing out that

‘audience’ texts were in fact part of the ‘securitizing move’.

Finally, while the post-structuralist reading has taken the spotlight away from human agency,
the double roots of securitization theory allow for the extra-discursive caveat on increasing
media control in Russia from 1999 onward — which, it can be argued, is necessary for

understanding how the second Chechen War became acceptable in the long run.

The post-structuralist reading of securitization theory presented above indicates several things

about securitization and war. First, that securitization of something as an existential threat

57



opens the possibility not only of going to war, but also of re-drawing the identity of the
referent object. Second, that a securitizing move that suggests war as the ‘way out’ acquires
legitimacy if it draws skilfully on ingrained and established representations of threat in the
discursive context. Third, if and when war becomes acceptable, this is due to the discursive
efforts of securitizing actor and audience alike, because securitization is seen as an
intersubjective process of legitimation leading up to an agreement on something as an
existential  threat that necessitates violent reaction. Fourth, the type of
classification/representation agreed upon during securitization will affect how the war can be
waged. We return to these preliminary suggestions for a post-structuralist reading of

securitization and war in the concluding chapter of this thesis.

1.3 Research method

Discourse analysis as a method

My choice of research method has been dictated largely by the main research question and the
theory framework which structures this study. As noted, the intention is not to explain why
Russia and Chechnya were at war, but to understand how going to war was made possible by
representing Chechnya as an existential threat, and how shifting representations of Chechnya
made certain practices of war possible while precluding others. Moreover, the epistemological
and ontological underpinnings of securitization theory adopted with a post-structuralist bias
here render some version of discourse analysis not only suitable but indeed necessary. If
language itself is seen to be constitutive of reality, it is language that must be studied first.
There should be coherence between ontological and epistemological positions and research

method.®®

% For a discussion see Yoshiko M.Herrera and Bear F. Braumoeller (2004)
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Because of the close connection between epistemological and ontological standpoints and
method in discourse analysis, it is usual to point out that discourse analysis is both a theory
and a method. It builds on the explicit assumption that social reality is produced through
language, and it offers a set of techniques for conducting qualitative investigations of texts to
reveal how this happens. The investigation of a text is conducted at the level of discourse.
This means using the text for what it is, not as an indication of something else. The aim not to
try to get behind the text, seeking to find out what actors really think and mean when they say
this or that. If significative structures within discourse enable policies and material practices,

then findings from investigations at the level of discourse should be significant.

There exist many definitions of discourse, but all of them include some kind of description of
what discourse is, as well as hinting at certain theory-oriented claims implicit in discourse
studies. These were noted in 1.2 above, the main points being that discourses are structured
but unstable grids of signification that construct social realities by (re)producing subjects,
objects, knowledgeable practices toward the objects. Consequently, ‘the aim of discourse
analysis is to map out the processes in which we struggle about the way in which the meaning
of signs is to be fixed, and the processes by which some fixations of meaning become so
conventionalized that we think of them as natural’ (Jergensen and Phillips 2002: 26).
However, not only do discourses include systems of signs: they also encompass the social
field — thus ‘discourses are “concrete” in that they produce a material reality in the practices

that they invoke’ (Hardy, Harley and Phillips 2004: 20). As Hansen (2006: 23) points out:

the strategy of discourse analysis is thus to incorporate material and ideational factors rather
than to privilege one over the other...The analytical intent is not to measure the relative
importance of ideas and materiality but to understand them as constructed through a
discourse which gives materiality meaning by drawing upon a particular set of identity

constructions.

59



Laffey and Weldes’ definition of discourse as ‘structures, linguistic and non-linguistic and the
practices they enable’ is specific and thus helpful as regards research method. Also, their
‘divided’ yet ‘unified’ conception of discourse suits the focus of this study on tracing threat
representations and their complementary policy and practices. Laffey and Weldes explain that,
as structures, discourses are ‘sociocultural resources used by people in the construction of
meaning about their world and their activities. As practice, they are structures of meaning in

use’ (2004: 28).

Given this understanding of what discourses are and what their significance is, the practical
task for the analyst is to ‘work with what has actually been said or written, exploring patterns
in and across the statements and identifying the social consequences of different discursive
representations of reality’ (Jorgensen and Phillips 2002: 21).* In the present study, my use of
discourse analysis has entailed investigating Russian texts to ascertain how the boundaries of
‘Chechnya’ as well as the boundaries of Russian identity have been (re-)drawn over time, and
identifying how policies and practices of war with regard to Chechnya have changed with
shifting representations. With this very broad agenda, how then did I go about identifying the

various significative structures in Russian representations of ‘Chechnya’ and ‘Russia’?

Based on the understanding that collective identities are constructed in processes of linking
and differentiation, the texts have been analysed by taking ‘Chechnya’ and ‘Russia’ as ‘nodal

points’"® and investigating how ‘Chechnya’ and ‘Russia’ have been filled with meaning

% This is very similar to Jim George’s claim that the common aim in studies of discourse is to ‘illustrate
how...textual and social processes are intrinsically connected and to describe, in specific contexts, the
implications of this connection for the way we think and act in the contemporary world’ (1994: 191). Fairly
similar is also the assertion of Hardy, Harley and Phillips (2004: 19) that discourse analysis ‘involves the
systematic study of texts to find evidence of their meaning and how this meaning translates into social reality’.

" According to Jergensen and Phillips (2002: 26-28), Laclau and Mouffe theorize a discourse as formed by the
partial fixation of meaning around certain nodal points, a privileged sign around which other signs are ordered. It
is important to note that the nodal point in itself is empty, so there is always the possibility of contestation as to
what meaning this sign should be invested with.
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relationally by being equated with some signifiers and contrasted with others. This I have
done by reviewing explicit articulations of key representations of identity in the texts (see
Hansen 2006: 53). For example, ‘Chechnya’ might be equated with ‘culprit’, ‘criminal’,
‘anarchy’ while simultaneously differentiated from signifiers such as ‘victim’, ‘law’ ‘order’

and ‘civilized’ (equated with ‘Russia’ as referent object).

Jennifer Milliken talks about this as ‘predicate analysis’ which focuses on the verbs, adverbs
and adjectives that attach to nouns. ‘A set of predicate constructs in a text defines a space of
objects differentiated from, while being related to, one another (...) Predicate analysis
involves drawing up lists of predications attaching to the subjects the text constructs and
clarifying how these subjects are distinguished from and related to one another’; moreover,
the object spaces identified in the different texts should be compared to ‘uncover the relational
distinctions that arguably order the ensemble, serving as a frame (most often hierarchical) for

defining certain subject identities’ (Milliken 1999: 232 — 233).

Since this is a study of ‘securitization’” — which implies that something/the object is
increasingly identified as a threat — the ‘securitizing narrative’ and the components in this
narrative (‘existential threat’, ‘point of no return’ and ‘way out’) stand out as an analytical
template through which to study representations and determine the detail of a discourse. Thus,
I have traced the lists of predications and compared them over time, looking for a possible
escalation of danger in representations of ‘Chechnya’ or other ‘events within events’ (see
below). The level of threat in a representation has been determined by investigating the
predications and how they are combined in the statements. For example, it is significant what
other signs beside ‘terrorist’ are linked to ‘Maskhadov’. A discourse that couples ‘terrorist’ to
a further construction of ‘Maskhadov’ as ‘non-human’ and ‘incapable of change’ will indicate

a representation with a higher level of threat against Russia than one that couples ‘terrorist’ to
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a further construction of ‘Maskhadov’ as ‘moderate’ and ‘captive of the radical forces’.
Whereas the first construction could indicate a policy of assassination as a possible ‘way out’,

the second would provide an opening for a policy of cooperation and negotiation.

The representations of ‘Chechnya’ read through the template of the securitizing narrative and
of ‘Russia’ have been investigated in a series of texts, both parallel in time and over time, to
reveal the relational distinctions drawn up in several discourses and how these change and are
contested over time. My focus has been on discovering how, over time, different discourses in
Russia have sought to fill ‘Chechnya’ with various types of content by equating ‘Chechnya’
to different signifiers. This mapping of representations has revealed the discursive struggles
over the kind of security challenge ‘Chechnya’ is, and the types of policies that are suitable

for dealing with Chechnya.

As noted by Hansen, policy debates — like the debate on Chechnya evolving in Russia — are
usually bound together by a smaller number of discourses. It is useful to identify some ‘basic
discourses’ in order to identify a possible struggle between them or reveal challenges to an
otherwise hegemonic discourse.”' I have therefore identified two or three basic discourses
within the Russian debate which place ‘Chechnya’ differently on the scale of threat,
suggesting different policies on Chechnya. I also consider whether one such discourse
acquired hegemony, and whether this hegemony was challenged by other discourses over the
timespan covered here. This also enables me to identify ‘securitizing (and de-securitizing)

actors’ throughout the period under study, although that is not a main focus.

Here it should be noted that I disagree with the recurrent criticism against discourse analysis

that it is ‘subjective.” The categories are not pre-chosen by the analyst, but discovered through

! Hansen emphasizes that ‘basic discourses’ is an analytical distinction of an ideal-type kind. ‘The goal is to
identify discourses that articulate very different constructions of identity and policy and which thereby separate
the political landscape between them’ (2006: 52).
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the discourse analysis. They are less dependent on the interpretation by the researcher. As

noted by Karin Fierke (2004), discourse analysis may thus be considered fairly ‘objective’.

In line with Hansen’s suggestions on research designs, this study focuses on one event:
Russian securitization of the Chechen threat. Such events can usefully be studied through
analysis of ‘events within events’ (Hansen 2006: 80), so I have chosen to investigate the
discursive constructions of ‘events within events’ in the Russian debate on Chechnya.
Examples of such ‘events within events’ in the period before 2001 include the peace deal that
ended the First Chechen War (the Khasavyurt Accord), the interwar domestic situation in
Chechnya and the Ichkerian President Aslan Maskhadov. Studying ‘Maskhadov’ as an ‘event
within events’ has meant taking this sign as the ‘nodal point’ in the discourse analysis and
looking for the predicates attached to it. Studying the changing representations of these
smaller but related events serves the purpose of checking, validating and underscoring the

findings on the core event — ‘Chechnya’.

In practical terms, the mapping of representations during work on this thesis has often entailed
constructing charts and placing statements and representations that are similar under the
heading of a certain basic discourse broken down to ‘Chechen Other/level of threat’, ‘point of
no return’ ‘Russian Self” and ‘policy recommendation/way out’. I include reference to many
quotes in the thesis, but not all: sometimes I have registered a statement simply by ticking the
boxes of a certain basic discourse in a chart to show that such representations have been
repeated. Through such meticulous registration it has been possible to measure how strong or

‘thick’ (alternatively, how weak) a certain basic discourse has been.

Obviously, there is and should be a strong quantitative element to discourse analytical work.
A discourse is not a statement: it is a thick grid of hundreds of statements that shape social

reality. Too often discourse analytical studies make claims on weak grounds, by merely
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mentioning a few quotes to illustrate what is then held to be a dominant discourse. A few
quotes are not enough to substantiate the existence of a dominant discourse. It is necessary to
investigate statement after statement, to register detail and changes in discourses, as well as to
detect the weaker yet emerging discourses of the future. Thus, a guiding principle throughout
the work on this thesis has been to ensure that the number of statements reviewed and charted
is high enough to substantiate and validate the claims I make about the shifting patterns of
meaning attached to ‘Chechnya’ in Russia. As Milliken notes, a problem that researchers
necessarily encounter in studying discourse is ‘when to stop analysing texts’. The benchmark
suggested by Milliken, which I have used in work with this thesis is that ‘an analysis can be
said to be complete (validated) when upon adding new texts and comparing their object
spaces, the researcher finds consistently that the theoretical categories she has generated work

for those texts’ (Milliken 1999: 234).

With this outline of how texts have been read, analysed and classified in work on this thesis a
further question arises: what sources? and how have they been used to shed light on the
underlying research questions of this study? In this thesis, I rely on various types of texts in
different chapters. Indeed, the final empirical chapter (as well as chapter 2 to some extent)
moves beyond using the sources merely as ‘text’. Moreover, since the empirical chapters are
organized according to the different components in the process of securitization, they pose
different challenges concerning the relation between theory and the use of sources. Therefore,
after offering a few general remarks on how texts have been selected, I present the sources

and challenges of operationalization, chapter by chapter in the account below.

Intertextual scope, sources and operationalization chapter by chapter

As Hansen notes (2006: 55), building on Kristeva’s concept of intertextuality, ‘texts are

situated within and against other texts, that they draw upon them in constructing their

64



identities and policies, that they appropriate as well as revise the past, and that they build
authority by reading and citing that of others.” A text is therefore always situated in a larger
web of texts and should be studied in relation to other texts. The set of research questions that
guide this study also suggests an intertextual approach which includes a larger body of texts.
The intertextual scope of this thesis moves beyond official political texts to include the study
of political elite, journalistic, expert, military, security and to some extent classical literary
texts and how they interact. Such a model can capture how official discourse is fed,
reproduced or contested across a range of sites and how the ‘discourse of war’ is presented as
legitimate to the larger public. The selection of texts is partly directed toward revealing where
the ‘discourse of war’ emerged, but primarily how it was received, revised and confirmed in
audience texts after being launched from the official political level, and finally how it was

enacted in material practices.

While the scope of texts has been broadened to include texts beyond the formally political, the
intertextual scope of this thesis is still limited. Popular fiction (e.g., Russian television series
and popular literary fiction) is not assessed. That is not to say that such texts have not made an
imprint on the discourses on Chechnya in Russia, contributing to legitimize violent practices.

They certainly have — but investigating them lies beyond the practical scope of this thesis.

Concerning the selection of texts within the scope decided upon in the intertextual model
Hansen (2006:85) proposes three criteria: they should be characterized by the clear
articulation of identities and policies; they should be widely read and heeded; and they should
have the formal authority to define a political position. Some texts used in this thesis, like the
statements of Prime Minister/President Putin, meet all these criteria. Statements by the
president, other top officials or members of the Russian Federal Assembly quoted in the press,

and particularly those transmitted via television, also meet all three criteria. Other texts, such
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as Duma or Federation Council debates, meet the first and the third, but not necessarily the

second one.

The journalistic accounts and opinion pieces by experts reviewed in this thesis meet the first
two criteria, but lack the formal authority to define a political position. Nevertheless, given
the topic under study — how war becomes acceptable — and the intersubjective nature of such a
social process, the authority and power of expert and journalistic texts seem to justify their
centrality to this study. I also rely on a few even more marginal texts, such as texts from the
security services, the military and classical Russian literature on the Caucasus. This has been
important in order to reveal where discourses emerged or where resistance or re-articulations
might emerge in the future, as well as to indicate how far down in Russian society the

‘discourse of war’ has penetrated.

Two Russian newspapers dominate my source-basis: Nezavisimaya Gazeta (NeGa) and
Rossiyskaya Gazeta (RoGa). NeGa was chosen because it is a large-circulation, influential
newspaper that carried extensive, detailed and many-sided reporting on Chechnya during the
First Chechen War. It is also the newspaper that offered the most extensive coverage of the
violent conflicts in places such as Nagorno Karabakh, Pridniestr and South Ossetia in the
early 1990s. Like almost all Russian newspapers, NeGa did not send its own journalists to
Chechnya during the Second Chechen War. However, the newspaper sought to maintain an
independent position. One indication was the publication of an interview in NeGa with the
Ichkerian President Aslan Maskhadov in February 2000, despite the prohibition against
printing interviews with members of the armed resistance. At the same time, my detailed
review of NeGa reporting shows how an independent and influential newspaper can gradually

become a mouthpiece of the state, at least as regards coverage on Chechnya.
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Rossiyskaya Gazeta (RoGa) was chosen because it has always been a mouthpiece of the state,
presenting official positions and statements, as well formal official documents such as laws

and decree